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Abstract 
Job satisfaction has been frequently studied in different types of work settings 
including higher education; however, there are limited studies that focus on foreign-
born faculty members in the U.S. Also, studies that focus on using self-esteem and 
mentoring to predict faculty job satisfaction are limited. The purpose of this quantitative 
study was to compare U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction in 
21 research universities based on their country of origin, marital status, faculty ranking, 
tenure, and mentoring status. Moreover, the study sought to explore the relationship 
among mentoring, self-esteem, and job satisfaction of U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty members. The instruments used in the study were the Job Satisfaction Scale, 
Mentorship Effectiveness Scale, and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. The results showed 
that there was no significant difference in U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ 
job satisfaction. In addition, there was no significant difference in U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction based on marital status, faculty ranking, 
and tenure status. However, the results showed that job satisfaction of U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members who were mentored was significantly different than those 
who were not mentored. The correlation between self-esteem and faculty job 
satisfaction was positively correlated, indicating one unit increase in self-esteem would 
lead to one unit increase in job satisfaction. Furthermore, multiple regression analysis 
revealed that mentoring and self-esteem as a set was a significant predictor for faculty 
job satisfaction, accounting for 15.4% of the variance in U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty job satisfaction. The results of this study can be a valuable resource to 
institutions and institutional administrators in recruiting and hiring quality U.S.-born 
	   xii 
and foreign-born faculty members as well as developing mentoring programs that may 
help to ease their career transition and improve their job satisfaction.   
	   1 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
Despite the global economic downturn, the United States continues to host the 
largest numbers of international students compared to other developing countries. In 
2010-11, a total of 723,277 international students enrolled in U.S. institutions, a 6% 
increase when compared to the previous year. Chinese, Indians, and South Koreans, the 
three largest groups of international students, represented 46% of the total international 
student population in the U.S. China superseded the rest of the countries by sending 
157,558 students to the U.S. for higher education, which was a 23.5% increase 
compared to the previous year (Open Doors, 2011). As foreign countries’ economies 
continue to grow, the numbers of international students who choose to pursue higher 
education in the U.S. will continue to rise especially for those who live in economically 
developed countries like China, Saudi Arabia, South Korea, and Canada. Altbach 
(2004) reported that research scholars predict the number of international students who 
will enroll in U.S. institutions will increase to 8 million by 2025. 
The Open Doors (2011) report indicated that international students contributed 
over $20 billion to the U.S. economy in 2010-11 for higher education expenses, 
including living expenses for themselves and their dependents, tuition and fees, books, 
and other expenses. Additionally, Chinese students alone spent almost $4 billion in 
2010-11 (Open Doors, 2011). This is why other developed countries like Australia, the 
United Kingdom, and Germany work hard to attract international students to attend 
their colleges and universities. Besides monetary contributions, international students 
also improve the quality and cultural composition of the student body (Altbach & 
Knight, 2007). The influx of international students in the U.S. has changed the campus 
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climate of many universities and colleges in the U.S. by shaping them to become more 
diverse. To reflect the racial diversity and thought process of international students, 
institutional administrators (e.g., Provost, Dean, or Department Chair) are pressured to 
recruit more diverse faculty members by hiring more foreign-born faculty members 
(Collins, 2008). China, India, and South Korea are the top three countries that produce 
the largest numbers of foreign-born faculty members in the U.S. In 2010-11, there were 
30,094 Chinese faculty members in the U.S., a 2.1% increase from the previous year. 
India was in second place with 11,930 faculty members, followed by South Korea with 
9,257 faculty members. According to the National Science Board, in 2003, foreign-born 
faculty members occupied 20.9% of all science and engineering faculty positions in the 
U.S. (Corely & Sabharwal, 2007). The continuous growth of science and engineering 
jobs in the U.S. has led more international students to consider this field of study 
(Corley & Sabharwal, 2007; Open Doors, 2011), which can also lead to an increase of 
foreign-born faculty members in this field.  
Faculty members are defined as “any full-time employee of an accredited four-
year college or university who spends at least part of his or her time teaching 
undergraduates” (DeAngelo, Hurtado, Pryor, Kelly, & Santos, 2009). Faculty members 
play an important role in U.S. higher education, such as meeting university missions, 
engaging in institutional issues and challenges, shaping the character of collegiate 
environments, and developing future generational leaders (Lindholm, 2003). Faculty 
members work with a broad range of people who need help in achieving their career 
goals and advancing professionally (Parson, Sands, & Duane, 1992). According to 
Forest (2002), faculty members are responsible for three major roles: institutional roles, 
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such as teaching, serving on committees, and advising students; disciplinary roles, such 
as serving as peer reviewers on scholarly journals that are related to their academic 
disciplines, serving as officers for regional or national professional associations, and 
preparing journal articles for publication; and external roles, such as speaking 
engagements for non-university affiliated organizations, civic participation in the 
community, and consulting for government or business.  
According to The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education 
(2010), 40,430 foreign-born faculty members were employed in the U.S. in 2007. By 
2011, the number of foreign-born faculty members increased to 41,766. Similarly, the 
U.S. has seen steady growth in the number of native faculty members over the past few 
years. In 2007, a total of 1,263,752 U.S.-born faculty members were employed in U.S. 
higher education. By 2011, the total number of U.S.-born faculty members reached 
1,381,263, which was a 9.2% increase over a 4-year period. Among all U.S.-born 
faculty members, White faculty members remained the majority, followed by African 
American, Asian American, Hispanic, and Native American faculty members. 
According to Antonio (2002), the status of faculty of color has been a concern in 
American higher education since the 1960s. The Civil Rights Movement led to a push 
for student and faculty diversity in higher education. In 1983, Whites composed 
approximately 91% of all full-time faculty members, and 10 years later, the number of 
White faculty members had dropped to 88% (Antonio, 2002; Carter & Wilson, 1997). 
The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education (2012b) showed that 
in 2009, White faculty population dropped to 80.35%, a decrease of 7.65%. This 
reflects the slow yearly growth in the number of faculty members of color. According to 
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the Higher Education Research Institute Faculty Norm Survey 2007-2008, the majority 
of faculty believe that there is a greater need of hiring more women and faculty of color 
in higher education to support the racially/ethnically diverse student body. The results 
of the study showed that 73.2 percent of the participants think that their institutions 
should hire more faculty of color, and 57.1 percent of the participants state that need 
more female faculty (DeAngelo et al., 2009). 
Statement of the Problem  
U.S.-born faculty members that are perceived as the dominant group in U.S. 
institutions are employed by different types of institutions, ranging from master’s 
colleges and universities to research universities with very high (RU/VH) or high 
(RU/H) research activity. Despite the fact that U.S.-born faculty members also face 
challenges such as transition issues with their academic career, those challenges and 
issues that they face are not comparable to their foreign-born colleagues. Foreign-born 
faculty members with the exception of those who come from Western Europe (e.g., 
England, Germany, Netherland) are often viewed as underrepresented in U.S. higher 
education. Unlike U.S.-born faculty members, foreign-born faculty members have more 
restrictions in finding a faculty position because of employment visa (H1B) issues 
(Foote, Li, Monk, & Theobald, 2008; Varma, 2010). In addition, Asian faculty 
members may experience frustration or job dissatisfaction because of the model 
minority stereotype that is commonly portrayed among Asian American students. For 
example, in Museus’s (2008) study, a Korean American participant was upset and 
frustrated because of the model minority stereotype that her classmates imposed upon 
her. Her classmates held her to the standard that was commonly applied to other 
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successful Asian American students, such as being successful academically, exceling in 
math, having good work ethics, and remaining quiet in class. Even though the Asian 
Pacific Americans (APAs) population is very diverse and there are major differences 
among the different Asian ethnicities, the American racial majority who are not 
sensitive to those differences may view them as a homogenous group (Teranishi, 2002). 
The model minority stereotype can potentially affect Asian American and foreign-born 
Asian faculty members, especially those who are not in science or engineering, by 
adding pressure to their teaching and scholarly performance, which indirectly leads to 
stress and social isolation in the workplace.  
Research shows that foreign-born faculty members are great assets to U.S. 
institutions because, aside from their teaching, research, and service responsibilities, 
they have also enriched the university campus and community with their cultures and 
world perspectives (Alberts, 2008; Mamiseishvili, 2010). The valuable knowledge and 
experience the foreign-born faculty members share with students, faculty, and staff will 
improve their global perspective and understanding. In addition, foreign-born faculty 
members help strengthen research collaboration initiatives between their native 
countries and the U.S., especially in science and technology (Corley & Sabharwal, 
2007; Marvasti, 2005). Foreign-born faculty members who specialized in the science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) disciplines are also valuable 
additions to U.S. academic institutions because they can teach and prepare students for 
STEM careers. In addition, they can serve as mentors to other international students and 
junior faculty members with similar ethnic or cultural backgrounds. 
Foreign-born faculty members from Asia are highly productive in their 
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academic career; many of them have even surpassed their U.S.-born colleagues in 
scholarly work (Corley & Sabharwal, 2007; Mamiseishvili, 2010; Mamiseishvili & 
Rosser, 2009; Marvasti, 2005). Despite their productivity and success, they still feel less 
satisfied with their jobs than their U.S.-born colleagues (Corley & Sabharwal, 2007; 
Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2009). Some common factors that have affected foreign-born 
Asian faculty job satisfaction include, but are not limited to, tenure, salary gap, job 
autonomy, and promotion opportunity (Corley & Sabhawal, 2007; Marvasti, 2005) and 
these factors also apply to non-Asian foreign-born faculty members in the U.S. This can 
be problematic because research scholars have predicted that there will be a growth of 
foreign-born faculty members in the U.S. (Corely & Sabharwal, 2007). Unfortunately, 
only limited follow up study addresses that issue. Because U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty members grew up with different educational and cultural backgrounds, they may 
have very different work ethics and values in the workplace. Additionally, they may 
view job satisfaction very differently compared to their U.S.-born colleagues. Having a 
good understanding of faculty job satisfaction is important for performance and 
productivity (Kim, Wolf-Wendel, & Twombly, 2011; Lin, Pearce, & Wang, 2009). 
When faculty members are dissatisfied, they are less likely to commit to their institution, 
which eventually leads to poor performance or high turnover. Notably, there is limited 
research on foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction. Furthermore, studies that 
compare U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction and 
ways of improving their job satisfaction are rare. Therefore, research scholars should 
pay more attention to this area so that institutions and institutional administrators (e.g., 
Provost, Dean, Department Chair) can improve U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
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members’ job satisfaction and retain them in their respective institutions.  
Tenure, faculty ranking, self-esteem, and mentoring can influence the overall 
job satisfaction of faculty members (Ahmed, 2012; Lucas & Murry, 2011; 
Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2009; Rosser, 2004; Sinacore-Guinn, 1998; Trower, 2012). 
There is literature that focuses on foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction by 
tenure and faculty ranking in the community college setting, but research on foreign-
born faculty job satisfaction in research universities with very high or high research 
activity is limited.  
Self-esteem has a direct effect on job satisfaction (Ahmed, 2012; Kuster, Orth, 
& Meier, 2013). Individuals with high self-esteem are more satisfied with their job than 
individuals who have low self-esteem. Also, individuals with high self-esteem are prone 
to take risks and challenges to satisfy their needs, which eventually will improve their 
job satisfaction (Korman, 1970). However, research scholars have often overlooked 
studies on faculty members’ self-esteem on job satisfaction (Ahmed, 2012). Therefore, 
faculty members’ self-esteem (global self-esteem) on job satisfaction is included in the 
study.  
Mentoring has positive effects on job satisfaction (Bland, Taylor, Shollen, 
Weber-Main, & Mulcahy, 2009; Trower, 2012). Mentoring is mentioned in different 
studies pertaining to new faculty members and organizational entry (Cawyer, Simonds, 
& Davis, 2002; Collins, 2008; Lucas & Murry, 2011; Trower, 2012). Cawyer and 
colleagues (2002) shared that mentoring programs are helpful for all faculty members, 
especially new faculty members, because mentoring helps to combat new faculty 
members anxieties as they transition into their academic jobs. In addition, Griffin 
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(2012) stated that mentoring could foster positive impacts on faculty socialization, 
which improved their job satisfaction. She also found that faculty members that had 
positive mentorship experiences when they were in graduate school tended to have a 
positive experience socializing with their students. Mentoring does play a role in U.S.-
born faculty job satisfaction; however, research that focuses on foreign-born faculty 
members on this subject matter is rare. In order to get a better understanding on the 
effects of mentoring on U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction, 
mentoring was included as an independent predicting variable for faculty job 
satisfaction. 
Besides tenure, faculty ranking, self-esteem, and mentoring, marital status has 
been studied in different literature related to faculty job satisfaction; however, there is 
no concrete conclusion on the effect of marital status on faculty job satisfaction. Several 
studies showed that marital status can influence faculty job satisfaction positively (Cetin, 
2006; Hagedorn, 2000; Leung, Siu & Spector, 2000; Sabharwal & Corley, 2009), 
whereas several other studies showed that marital status can influence faculty job 
satisfaction negatively (Bryson, Bryson, & Johnson, 1978; Verret, 2011). To get a better 
representation of the role of marital status on faculty job satisfaction, marital status was 
also included in this study as one of the independent variables in the study, in addition 
to tenure, faculty ranking, self-esteem, and mentoring variables. 
Kalleberg’s Job Satisfaction Theory that has been used in different job 
satisfaction research was utilized as the framework to guide this study. Kalleberg (1977) 
argued that job satisfaction is influenced by the work values and job rewards the 
individuals experience and perceive of their work. There are six dimensions that affect 
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individuals’ work values and job rewards: intrinsic, convenience, financial, relations 
with co-workers, career opportunities, and resource adequacy. Kalleberg’s theory is 
considered to be the best fitting framework for this study compared to Herzberg’s 
(1966) and Quarstein’s (1992) frameworks because it accommodates all the factors that 
were included in the study.  
After a thorough review of the descriptions of all six dimensions provided by 
Kalleberg, Kalleberg has grouped all six dimensions into two categories: intrinsic (i.e., 
intrinsic dimension) and extrinsic (i.e., convenience, financial, relations with co-
workers, career opportunities, and resource adequacy dimensions) factors. By 
examining the framework from an intrinsic and extrinsic perspective, the researcher in 
the study categorized self-esteem as an intrinsic factor and mentoring as an extrinsic 
factor.  
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to compare U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ job satisfaction in research universities with very high (RU/VH) or high 
(RU/H) research activity based on the selected variables: country of origin, marital 
status, faculty ranking, tenure status, and mentoring status. In addition, the study sought 
to explore the relationship among mentoring, self-esteem, and job satisfaction of U.S.-
born and foreign-born faculty members. To determine the relationship among self-
esteem, mentoring, and job satisfaction of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members 
in U.S. institutions, the following questions were developed to guide the study: 
1. Was there a difference between U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ 
perceived job satisfaction? 
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2. Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members based on marital status, faculty ranking, and tenure 
status? 
3. Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members who were mentored and not mentored? 
4. Was there a relationship between self-esteem and job satisfaction of U.S.-
born and foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions?  
5. Did self-esteem and mentoring affect job satisfaction of U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members in the U.S. institutions?  
6. How did mentoring affect U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty job 
satisfaction? 
The following hypotheses were developed to answer research question 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5: 
 H1: U.S.-born faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction was different from 
that of the foreign-born faculty members. 
H2a: U.S.-born faculty members who were married and foreign-born faculty 
members who were married would have higher job satisfaction than either U.S.-born or 
foreign-born faculty members who were single. 
 H2b: Higher-ranked U.S.-born faculty members and higher-ranked foreign-born 
faculty members would be more satisfied than either lower-ranked U.S.-born or foreign-
born faculty members. 
 H2c: U.S-born tenured faculty members and foreign-born tenured faculty 
members would have higher job satisfaction than either U.S.-born or foreign-born non-
tenured faculty members. 
	   11 
H3: U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members who were mentored would 
possess a higher level of job satisfaction than non-mentored faculty members. 
H4: U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members who had high self-esteem 
would have higher job satisfaction than those who had low self-esteem. 
H5: U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members who had high self-esteem and 
were mentored would have a higher job satisfaction in U.S. institutions. 
Significance of the Study 
Job satisfaction has captured research scholars’ interest since the 1960s, but the 
actual growth of job satisfaction research did not start until the 1990s. According to the 
PsycINFO database, there are over 22,000 studies on job satisfaction from 1990 to 2013 
based on the key words “job satisfaction.” The majority of the studies focused on 
employees’ job satisfaction in private industries. Even though faculty members play a 
vital role in developing future leaders and meeting university or college missions, a 
limited number of studies focused on their job satisfaction, especially foreign-born 
faculty members. One possible explanation is that research scholars might have 
assumed that academic careers are paid well and that faculty members work in stress-
free environments, therefore, assuming they must be satisfied with their jobs (Hagedorn, 
2000; Pearson & Seiler, 1983). The existing research shows that many faculty members 
are less satisfied with their jobs, especially underrepresented faculty members (i.e., 
women faculty, faculty of color, and foreign-born faculty) (Aguirre, 2000; Laden & 
Hagedorn, 2000; Mamiseishvili, 2011). Factors such as tenure status, salary gap, 
achievement, the lack of job autonomy, recognition and advancement opportunity, and 
overloaded responsibilities are why some underrepresented faculty members are less 
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satisfied with their academic positions (Corley & Sabhawal, 2007; Herzberg, Mausner, 
& Snyderman, 1959; Hesli & Lee, 2013; Laden & Hagedorn, 2000). Furthermore, low 
job satisfaction negatively affects faculty members’ performance and productivity. 
Subsequently, it can affect their willingness to commit to their respective institutions. 
Many successful and reputable universities around the world (e.g., in Australia, Canada, 
the United Kingdom, the Middle East, and Asia) that are also competing for highly 
qualified faculty members that are employed in U.S. institutions, especially foreign-
born faculty members with diverse cultural and educational backgrounds will take 
advantage of this opportunity to recruit them (Altbach & Knight, 2007). If institutional 
administrators do not resolve the job satisfaction issue among the less satisfied faculty 
members, then U.S. institutions will begin to lose talented faculty members, both U.S.-
born and foreign-born, to foreign universities. Past studies focused on faculty job 
satisfaction in higher education, but very little research focused on foreign-born faculty. 
This study may help research scholars and institutional administrators understand the 
relationship among self-esteem, mentoring, and job satisfaction of U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members. In addition, institutional administrators can utilize the 
results of the findings to develop more concrete plans to improve U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction as well as strengthen their recruitment 
and hiring efforts, including foreign-born faculty members who are in the STEM field 
because of their contribution to U.S higher education (Kim et al., 2011; Lin et al., 2009). 
The enrollment of Americans in scientific and technological fields is dwindling; as a 
result, the United States has to rely on the contributions of foreign-born faculty 
members to meet the needs of the projected growing field in science and technology 
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(Sabharwal, 2011). The Pew Research Center also predicts that by 2050, one in five 
Americans will be foreign-born, yet there is very little research on their growth in 
academia (Passel & Cohn, 2008; Sabharwal, 2011). 
Limitations 
There were several limitations with the present study. First, the study was 
conducted at 21 public and private research universities with very high and high 
research activity based on their Carnegie Foundation classifications. The Carnegie 
Foundation is an independent policy and research center that was founded to improve 
teaching and learning. Its mission is to “develop networks of ideas, individuals, and 
institutions to advance teaching and learning” (http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/ 
about-us/about-carnegie) by working collaboratively with scholars, practitioners, and 
designers. The data collected may not be representative of all U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty in the U.S., which could affect the generalizability of the results. The 
majority (78.6%) of the participants were White faculty members and 60.5% were men, 
which showed that the results could be biased because of the lack of representation of 
the underrepresented faculty members as well as female faculty members. In addition, 
the random-convenient sampling might affect the generalizability of the results. Second, 
it was difficult to recruit more foreign-born faculty members to participate in the study 
because they were scattered all over the U.S. and there was not a standard resource 
channel or organization that could be used to reach out to all the foreign-born faculty 
members in the U.S. Third, the response rate of the study was dependent on participants’ 
willingness to complete the survey. It was challenging to recruit faculty members who 
were willing to volunteer their time to complete a lengthy survey without any incentives. 
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Fourth, the findings of the study were based on self-reported data using an online 
survey with Likert-scale indicators that were displayed only at the beginning of each 
sub-survey. Participants could have responded to the questions with inaccurate 
perceptions of the Likert-scale indicators. Moreover, they could have shared how their 
individual perception of the roles of mentoring and self-esteem affected their perceived 
job satisfaction; therefore, the results could have been biased. Fifth, 78% of the 
participants in the study were predominately White faculty members, indicating the lack 
of faculty members of color participation in the study. As a result, the data of the study 
could be skewed and it should not be generalized because of the lack of faculty of color 
participation in the study. Sixth, the survey was sent out on the first week of December, 
which given the time of year may have indirectly affected the response rate. 
Delimitations 
This study was delimited to U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members at 21 
public and private research universities with very high (RU/VH) or high (RU/H) 
research activity based on their Carnegie Foundation classifications. In addition, the 
study was delimited to investigate the effects of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ job satisfaction by country of origin, marital status, tenure status, faculty 
ranking, self-esteem, and mentoring.  
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms were used consistently throughout this study. In order to 
maintain clear understandings of the meaning of the terms, they were defined as follow: 
1. Faculty of color: Faculty members who identify themselves as Black, Asian 
American, Hispanic, or American Indian (Antonio, 2002). 
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2. Foreign-born faculty: Faculty that “residing in the United States who were not 
United States at birth” (The Migration Policy Institute, 2004). They are naturalized 
as legal residents or hold a legal working permit (e.g., H1B or OPT visa) in the U.S. 
3. Tenured faculty: “An arrangement whereby faculty members, after successful 
completion of a period of probationary service, can be dismissed only for adequate 
cause or other possible circumstances and only after a hearing before a faculty 
committee” (http://www.aaup.org/ issues/tenure). 
4.  Tenure-track faculty: Full-time faculty members who carry the title of Assistant 
Professor, Associate Professor or Professor of the specific discipline and devote 
their full-time professional effort to direct University activities and who are 
compensated by the University of University-approved sources (Regent’s Policy 
Manual for the University of Oklahoma, p. 21-22). 
5. Master’s colleges and universities: Institutions that awarded at least 50 master’s 
degree and fewer than 20 doctoral degrees during the academic year 
(http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/descriptions/basic.php). 
6. Doctorate-granting universities: Institutions that awarded at least 20 research 
doctoral degrees. They include the classifications of research universities with very 
high research activity, research universities with high research activity, and 
doctoral/research universities (http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/ 
descriptions/basic.php).  
7. Mentor: “A person who serves as a guide or sponsor, that is a person who looks 
after, advises, protects, and takes a special interest in another’s development” 
(Sands, Parson, & Duane, 1991, p. 175). 
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8. Protégé: “Originally a French verb, proteger, to protect” (Darwin, 2000, p. 198). 
For this study, protégé refers to new or junior faculty members who are being 
guided or coached by an educator, counselor, or coach who is typically older or 
more experienced.  
9. Mentoring relationship: “One that varies along a continuum from informal/short-
term to formal/long-term in which faculty with useful experience, knowledge, skills, 
and/or wisdom offers advice, information, guidance, support, or opportunity to 
another faculty member or student for that individual’s professional development” 
(Berk, Berg, Mortimer, Walton-Moss, & Yeo, 2005, p. 67). 
10. Job Satisfaction: “A pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the 
appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p.1304). 
11. Self-Esteem: The overall value that one places on oneself as a person (Judge & Bono, 
2001). 
12. Global Self-Esteem: “A person’s overall positive versus negative feelings about the 
self; it is explicitly not domain specific and conceptually unidimensional” (Robins, 
Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001, p.152). 
13. Career support: Instrumental support that helps the protégé advance in their 
profession (Sands et. al., 1991). 
14. Psychosocial support: Support that fosters social and emotional well-being of the 
protégé (Sands et. al., 1991). 
15. Motivators: Aspects of a job effective in motivating an individual to superior 
performance and superlative effort, these elements occur because of an individual’s 
need for growth and self-actualization (Herzberg, 1966). 
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16. Hygiene factors: Major preventive and environmental aspects of an individual’s 
vocation, factors that prevent a job from being unpleasant (Herzberg, 1966). 
17. Satisfiers: Aspects of employment that describe an individual’s relationship to his 
vocation in terms of personal and professional growth and self-actualization 
(Herzberg, 1966). 
18. Dissatisfiers: Aspects of employment that describe an individual’s relationship to 
the context or environment within which he works (Herzberg, 1966). 
Summary 
 Faculty members play an important role in the growth and development of 
students and meeting the mission of the university or college. Previous studies showed 
that U.S.-born faculty members are generally more satisfied with their academic careers 
than foreign-born faculty members because they have fewer obstacles to overcome in 
order to be successful in their careers. Self-esteem (global self-esteem) and mentoring 
affect faculty members’ job satisfaction. There is limited research that can provide 
institutional administrators more information about the roles of self-esteem and 
mentoring affecting U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction. This 
study will help bridge the gap of the existing literature by providing in-depth 
information about U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction and the 
impacts of self-esteem and mentoring on U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ 
job satisfaction.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Three bodies of scholarship directly influenced this study and the proposed 
relationship between the variables, which included literature on job satisfaction, 
mentoring, and self-esteem. The literature review began with an overview of job 
satisfaction of U.S.-born faculty, faculty of color, and foreign-born faculty members in 
U.S. higher education institutions and was followed by mentoring and self-esteem.  
Job Satisfaction 
Employee job satisfaction has been studied since the 1960s; however, research 
scholars have not consistently defined job satisfaction. Kalleberg (1977) referred to it as 
“an overall affective orientation on the part of individuals toward work roles which they 
are presently occupying” (p.126). For this particular study, job satisfaction is defined as 
“a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or 
job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1304).  
Job satisfaction has been studied for decades, especially in the fields of labor 
relations, industrial/organizational psychology, organizational behavior, and human 
resource development. Research shows that employees are important assets to their 
organizations, and business leaders on their talented employees to be competitive and 
successful in the market (Chen, Ployhart, Thomas, Anderson, & Bliese, 2011). When 
employees are satisfied with their jobs and they are more productive and engaged at 
work and they are more likely to stay in their organization and produce quality works in 
their job (Lee & del Carmen Montiel, 2010; Modica & Mamiseishvili, 2010; Verret, 
2011). On the other hand, theories of employee turnover indicate that job satisfaction 
plays a role in the process of leading to turnover, decreased employee morale, and low 
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productivity (Boswell, Boundreau, & Tichy, 2005; Chen et al., 2011; Herzberg, 
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Steel, 2002). Subsequently, organizations end up 
spending large sums of money in recruiting, hiring, and training new employees. This 
explains why human resource specialists and research scholars are interested in learning 
more about employees’ job satisfaction and retention. Unfortunately, the majority of the 
job satisfaction studies focused on private industries or organizations and many research 
scholars have overlooked the importance of studying faculty job satisfaction because 
they viewed faculty positions as high paying jobs with low-pressure and short working 
hours and assumed that faculty members must be satisfied with their job (Hagedorn, 
2000; Pearson & Seiler, 1983).  
U.S.-Born Faculty 
Higher education plays an important role in developing and shaping future 
leaders. The growth of student populations in U.S. institutions has directly affected the 
growth of U.S. faculty members (i.e., U.S.-born and foreign-born). Table 1 displays the 
number of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members in the U.S.  
Table 1. Full-Time U.S.-Born and Foreign-Born Faculty Members for Fall 2007, 2009, 
and 2011  
Year U.S.-born Foreign-born 
2007a 1,263,752 40,430 
2009b 1,324,064 40,950 
2011c 1,381,263 41,766 
aSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2010.  
bSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2012.  
cSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2013.  
 
Based on the faculty demographic breakdown in U.S. higher education shown in 
Table 1, U.S.-born faculty members are the majority in U.S. higher education. In fall 
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2003, White faculty consisted of 80.3% of the total faculty population, followed by 
Asian/Pacific Islander (8.7%), Black (5.5%), Hispanic (3.5%), and other races (e.g., 
American Indian/Alaska Natives) (2.1 %) (Inside Higher Ed., 2005). In fall 2011, 
Whites remained the dominant group (84%), followed by Asian/Pacific Islander (8%), 
Black (4%), Hispanic (3%), and American Indian/Alaska Native (< 1%) (National 
Center for Education Statistics, 2011). Despite that the underrepresented student 
populations have increased proportionally over the years, the number of 
underrepresented faculty members (e.g., women faculty, faculty of color, and foreign-
born faculty) has not grown to the level it needs to support the growth of the 
underrepresented students (The Chronicle of Higher Education, 2012a; National Center 
for Education Statistics, 2011). Studies show that the lack of diversity on the search 
committee has made a difference in the hiring process (Conklin & Robbins-McNeish, 
2006; Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004). According to Conklin and Robbins-
McNeish (2006), the tendency of White male faculty to recruit and hire candidates that 
are similar to them when they are in senior leadership positions has created gaps 
between White male faculty and other underrepresented faculty members. White male 
faculty members are not only paid more than faculty of color and women faculty 
(Antecol & Bedard, 2004; Toutkoushian, Bellas, & Moore, 2007), but they are also 
often exempted from external commitments, such as serving on campus-wide diversity 
committees or mentoring underrepresented students that are often expected of the 
faculty of color or foreign-born faculty members. This allows White male faculty to 
spend more time on research (Allen, Epps, Guillory, Suh, & Bonous-Hammarth, 2000; 
Antonio, 2002; Modica & Mamiseishvili, 2010), which resulted in a higher proportion 
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of White male faculty to receiving tenure and promotion. 
 Research scholars often include sex as a factor that influences job satisfaction 
(e.g., Aguirre, 2000; Conklin & Robbins-McNeish, 2006; Samble, 2008; Toutkoushian 
et al., 2007). According to the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP)(n.d.), female faculty members still face a salary gap issue in the 21st century. 
The AAUP 2010-11 average salaries report showed that female faculty members still 
receive lower salaries than their male counterparts even though female faculty possess 
comparable characteristics, such as qualifications, experience, responsibilities, and 
research output. Studies also showed that the salary gap between male and female 
faculty increases as their faculty rank increases (Samble, 2008; The Chronicle of Higher 
Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2011). For example, a male assistant 
professor earned an average of $67,575 in 2010-11, whereas a female assistant 
professor earned an average of $62,922. The salary difference between the male and 
female assistant professors was $4,653. On the other hand, in the same year, a male full 
professor earned an average of $114,421, whereas a female full professor only earned 
$100,231. The salary gap between the male and female full professor has increased to 
$14,190 (The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2011). 
According to the HERI National Norms for 2007-2008, female faculty were almost 
equally satisfied as their male counterparts at the assistant professor rank, but there were 
more female faculty reporting dissatisfaction as their faculty rank increased. For 
example, 50.6 percent of female faculty members versus 66.9 percent of male faculty 
members reported satisfaction of opportunity for scholarly pursuit. In addition, female 
faculty members were less satisfied with their teaching loads and opportunity for career 
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advancement (DeAngelo et al., 2009). Moreover, a greater percentage of female faculty 
members at full professor or associate professor rank would consider leaving their 
institutions for another institution because of the salary gap, as compared to their male 
counterparts (DeAngelo et al., 2009). 
In addition to the salary gap issue, female faculty members also experience 
difficulty in achieving tenure and promotion, which affect their performance and job 
satisfaction (Conklin & Robbins-McNeish, 2006; Sabharwal & Corley, 2009). U.S.-
born women faculty would like to think that their sex role was the reason why they were 
having difficulty achieving tenure and promotion. According to Parson and colleagues 
(1992), research universities determine faculty tenure, promotions, and merit pay 
increases based on the research productivity. In Mamiseishvili’s (2010) study, she 
found that U.S.-born women faculty members were less engaged in research than their 
male counterparts and foreign-born female faculty members because of their 
commitment to teaching responsibilities. On average, they spent 4.86 hours per week on 
classroom teaching.  
Marital status was included in most job satisfaction studies as a predictor for 
faculty job satisfaction; however, the results were inconclusive (Parson et al., 1992). 
Several studies indicated that marriage has a positive influence on faculty job 
satisfaction (Hagedorn, 2000; Leung et al., 2000), whereas other studies indicate that 
marriage has a negative influence on faculty job satisfaction (Bryson et al., 1978; Verret, 
2011). In Gupta’s (2004) study, he found that marriage had no significant impact on 
U.S.-born faculty members; however, he did find that U.S.-born faculty members with 
children, especially male faculty members, were significantly more satisfied than 
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foreign-born faculty members with children. The findings aligned to Hodson’s (1989) 
study. In Gupta’s (2004) study, he also found that female faculty members with children 
under the age of six are more likely to be dissatisfied with their job because of the 
responsibility to take care of their children. 
 Besides sex, tenure, faculty ranking, and salary, the discipline that faculty 
members have chosen to specialize in and teach also affect their job satisfaction. 
Sabharwal and Corley (2009) found that female faculty members in health fields and 
social sciences are more satisfied with the intellectual challenge component of their job 
than those in the engineering discipline, whereas men are more satisfied with the 
intellectual challenge of the engineering discipline instead of the natural sciences. The 
rationale for why men find the engineering discipline to be more satisfying is that they 
view themselves as problem solvers and the engineering discipline challenges them in 
that capacity. 
 Lastly, the types of institutions where U.S.-born faculty members have chosen to 
pursue their career in academia also affect their job satisfaction. White faculty members 
and foreign-born faculty members prefer to work in public or private research 
universities with very high research activity (RU/VH) or high activity (RU/H) because 
of their interest in research as well as their publishing record. In addition, they hold 
higher academic ranks than underrepresented faculty members (Antonio, 2002). On the 
other hand, the underrepresented faculty members, with the exception of Asian 
American faculty members, are mostly employed in private 4-year institutions or public 
2-year institutions (community colleges) (Antonio, 2002; The Chronicle of Higher 
Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2010). Table 2 displays the number of U.S.-
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born and foreign-born faculty members in public 4-year, private 4-year, and public 2-
year institutions. 
Table 2. U.S.-Born and Foreign-Born Faculty Members in Public 4-Year, Private 4-
Year, and Public 2-Year Institutions for Fall 2007 
 





Public 4-Year 391,451 27,205 19,648 39,800 3,022 23,174 
Private 4-Year 352,231 30,342 14,071 26,384 1,759 15,390 
Public 2-Year 279,365 27,189 16,653 11,895 2,379 2,379 
Source: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2010. The 
U.S. Education Department considers someone Hispanic if that person is of Cuban, 
Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, 
regardless of race. Foreign-born faculty is not reported in any of the ethnic or racial 
categories. 
 
Faculty of Color 
In the U.S., faculty of color remains an underrepresented group among the 
faculty population. Despite the fact that faculty of color in U.S. higher education 
increased from 6% in 1970 to 18.7% in 2011, the number of faculty of color is still 
underrepresented in U.S. institutions (Bernal & Villalpando, 2013; Modica & 
Mamiseishvili, 2010; Smith et al., 2004). Statistics have shown that the total number of 
faculty of color in higher education is not proportionate to the number of diverse groups 
of students that are enrolled in U.S. higher education (The Association of American 
Colleges and Universities, 2012; National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). 
Research shows that there are different factors that contribute to a lower number of 
faculty of color in U.S. higher education, such as: smaller pools of people of color 
holding doctorates, perception of racism in higher education, disproportionate tenure 
rates for faculty of color, perception of devaluing doctorate degree, disproportionate 
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tenure rates among faculty of color, and early departure pre-tenure (Antonio, 2002; 
Dancy & Brown, 2011; Turner & Myers, 2000). According to the Chronicle of Higher 
Education Almanac of Higher Education (2013), in 2011, faculty members of color 
made up only 18.6% of the total full-time faculty members in the U.S. and Blacks 
(6.7%) were the majority, followed by Asian Americans (6.2%), Hispanics (5%), 
American Indians (0.5%), and Pacific Islanders (0.2%). The demographic breakdown 
for Blacks and Asian Americans are slightly different. Studies showed that Asian 
Americans are more likely to be hired in public- and private-4 year institutions, whereas 
Blacks are more likely to be hired in private 4-year institutions and community colleges 
(Antonio, 2002; Astin, Antonio, Cress, & Astin, 1997; The Chronicle of Higher 
Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2013). For example, in fall 2011, the faculty 
population in public 4-year institutions consisted of 8.3% Asian American faculty 
members and 5.3% Black faculty members. In the same year, 7.0% of Black faculty 
members and 5.9% of Asian American faculty members were hired in private 4-year 
institutions (The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2013).  
Faculty members of color are less satisfied with their job compared to White 
faculty members due to factors such as tenure, promotions, salary gaps, isolation, lack 
of mentoring, higher teaching load, and lack of scholarly recognition (Allen, Epps, 
Guillory, Suh, & Bonous-Hammarth, 2000; Antonio, 2002; Modica & Mamiseishvili, 
2010). In Modica and Mamiseishvili’s (2010) study, they found that Black faculty 
members who work at community colleges are more satisfied than their peers who work 
in four-year institutions. However, one-third of the Black faculty members from 
community colleges and four-year institutions complained about dissatisfaction with 
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their job because of the lack of career growth opportunity and salary gap (Modica & 
Mamiseishvili, 2010). Over half of the participants (N=64) in Turner, Myers, and 
Creswell’s (1999) study were bypassed the promotion opportunity because they did not 
fit the promotion ‘profile.’ Moreover, they were advised to seek promotion at another 
institution. Black faculty members not only are committed to their academic career, 
many Black faculty members have even inherited more responsibilities than their White 
counterparts (Allen et al., 2000; Antonio, 2002; Bernal & Villalpando, 2010). Besides 
teaching and research responsibilities, Black faculty members also opted for external 
commitments, such as leading a diversity council, resolving diversity issues on campus, 
and recruiting underrepresented students and faculty of color (Allen et al., 2000). In 
addition, many Black faculty members feel obligated to guide, counsel, and mentor 
racially, ethnically, and culturally diverse student population on campus (Allen et al., 
2000; Antonio, 2002; Modica & Mamiseishvili, 2010). Unfortunately, all these 
additional commitments and services Black faculty members have provided to the 
university and students are not highly valued in research universities with very high or 
high research activity. In addition, studies showed that Black faculty members’ research 
on racial or ethnic issues are often devalued and demised as self-serving and out-of-the-
mainstream (Allen et al., 2000; Bourguignon, Blanshan, Chiteji, MacLean, Meckling, 
Sagaria, Shuman, & Taris, 1987; Turner, Myers, & Creswell, 1999). Furthermore, the 
lack of mentor, tenure, and promotion opportunity for Black faculty members at 
research institutions and shortage of mentors have added pressure and dissatisfaction to 
their job. These explain why the low numbers of Black faculty members in public 4-
year institutions are lower than that of Asian faculty members. Besides, many Black 
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faculty members have opted to work in smaller and more prestigious private 4-year 
institutions because of their commitment to teaching and service (Allen et al., 2000).  
Unlike Black faculty members, Asian American faculty members, the second 
largest group of faculty of color, are centered in public- and private-4 year institutions 
(Antonio, 2002; Astin et al., 1997) and the majority of them are hired as faculty 
members for the science and business disciplines (Smith et al., 2004). Asian American 
faculty members acknowledge the importance of research productivity on tenure and 
promotion; as a result, most Asian American faculty members focus their time in 
producing research work (Lee, 2002; Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2011). Despite their 
success in research productivity, many Asian American faculty members still 
experience discrimination and job dissatisfaction. Besides, they also have to deal with 
the pipeline problem and/or glass ceiling issue (Smith et al., 2004; Turner et al., 1999). 
Even though Asian American faculty members are highly represented among all faculty 
members of color, research scholars argued that Asian Americans still face pipeline 
issue at all levels of higher education and disciplines (Cho, 1996; Hune & Chan, 1997; 
Smith et al., 2004; Turner et al., 1999). In Lee’s (2002) study, she found that the 
perception of Asian Americans facing a glass ceiling in higher education was not fully 
supported through her findings. She found that Asian Americans faculty members in 
higher education are rewarded about the same as White faculty members; however, 
White faculty members have more opportunities of increasing their incomes than Asian 
American faculty members (Lee, 2002). In addition, she found that Asian Americans 
are less likely to enter the academe upon graduation because of the possibility of 
dealing with the glass ceiling in academia.   
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The numbers of female faculty of color in U.S. higher education have also 
increased over the years (Allen et al., 2000; Bernal & Villalpando, 2002; The Chronicle 
of Higher Education Almanac of Education, 2010, 2012b). Table 3 reflects the 
breakdown of female faculty members of color in U.S. higher education. 
Table 3. Full-Time Female Faculty by Race and Ethnicity for Fall 2007 and 2009 





2007a 472,054 48,872 31,549 24,406 3,571 
2009b 503,841 55,197 35,942 28,240 3,851 
aSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2010.  
bSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2012. 
 
Female faculty members of color have also played an important role in higher 
education. Similar to male faculty members of color, they have experienced 
discrimination in the workplace. Besides dealing with sex bias and racial stereotype 
issues, female faculty members of color face challenges involving their credibility, 
expertise, and authority (Conklin & Robbins-McNeish, 2006). Turner’s (2007) study 
showed that women faculty of color often feel isolated and underrespected; 
underemployed and overused by the departments and/or institutions; and torn between 
family, community, and career. As Conklin and Robbins-McNeish (2006) put it, “As 
young women and students of color watch their professors suffocate under the burden 
of producing research while meeting the expectations of their institutions, they begin to 
reconsider a career in academia” (p. 31). For female faculty members of color who are 
determined and reluctant to give up, they have to work extremely hard to earn the 
respect of their colleagues and students and be satisfied with their job. 
Overall, faculty members of color still experience issues and challenges in U.S. 
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higher education, such as discrimination, social isolation, lack of mentoring, 
occupational stress, devaluation of their research, and lack of promotion opportunities 
(Allen et al., 2000; Conklin & Robbins-McNeish, 2006; Turner et al., 1999; Turner, 
2007). In addition, faculty members of color are expected to work harder than their 
White colleagues to secure their job at research universities (Turner et al., 1999).  
Foreign-Born Faculty 
The growth of international graduate students pursuing their doctorate degree in 
the U.S. has led to an increase of foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions. 
Many international graduate students end up staying in the U.S. looking for a faculty 
position upon graduation due to more teaching and/or research opportunities in the U.S. 
than their home countries (Lin et al., 2009; Marvasti, 2005). Based on The Chronicle of 
Higher Education Almanac Higher Education 2010, 2012, and 2013, the demographic 
breakdown of foreign-born faculty members in U.S. higher education indicates that the 
numbers of foreign-born faculty members are increasing by a small percentage annually 
(see Table 4). 
Table 4. Full-Time Foreign-Born Faculty Members for Fall 2007, 2009, and 2011 
Year Overall Men Women Public-4 Private-4 
2007a 40,430 26,229 14,882 23,174 15,390 
2009b 40,950 25,311 14,762 22,896 14,887 
2011c 41,766 N/A N/A 25,215 15,690 
aSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2010.  
bSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2012.  
cSource: The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac of Higher Education, 2013. 
  
One factor that has drawn foreign-born faculty members to pursue a faculty 
position in the U.S. is the teaching and research opportunities that are available in the 
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institutions, especially in the science and engineering field (Sabharwal, 2011). The 
number of international students pursuing science and engineering degrees is increasing 
every year (Corley and Sabharwal, 2007). According to the National Science Board 
2012, in 2007, China was the world leader in the number of doctoral degrees awarded in 
natural science and engineering. From 2002 to 2009, China, South Korea, Japan, and 
Taiwan have also been very consistent with their growth of research scholars in science 
and engineering (National Science Board, 2012). On the other hand, the U.S. struggles 
in this area; the number of research scholars in science and engineering has declined 
tremendously from 2002-09 (National Science Board, 2012). The science and 
engineering indicator report also indicated that U.S. engineering doctorates earned by 
temporary visa holders (i.e., international students) have risen from 51% to as high as 
63% from 2005-07 (National Science Board, 2012). Since there is a shortage of U.S.-
born science and engineering research scholars, university administrators are forced to 
consider hiring more foreign-born science and engineering faculty members to resolve 
the faculty shortage issue (Lin et al., 2009). 
Despite that foreign-born faculty members graduated from U.S. higher 
education institutions, many of these non-European foreign-born faculty members still 
face challenges transitioning and adapting to their faculty position in the U.S. (Alberts, 
2008; Collins, 2008; Howe, 2008; Marvasti, 2005). Foreign-born faculty members from 
Western Europe who share similar language and cultural background, and maintain high 
level of contact with the American students tend to adapt well with the adjustment 
(Howe, 2008; Turner, 2007). On the contrary, foreign-born faculty members who are 
not from Western Europe tend to face greater challenges with their faculty positions due 
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to language barriers, and cultural and values differences, such as cultural shock, poor 
faculty-student working relationships, lack of collegiality, and issues of isolation (Howe, 
2008; Thomas & Johnson, 2004). As new faculty members in U.S. institutions, faculty 
members are expected to learn the policies and procedures (e.g., classroom cultures, 
research expectations, and tenure and promotion procedures) that are practiced in their 
institutions (Howe, 2008; Thomas & Johnson, 2004). With all other job responsibilities, 
foreign-born faculty members are often overwhelmed and frustrated for not being able 
to cope with the adjustment in a timely manner. Subsequently, it has affected their 
performance as professors and research scholars (Collins, 2008; Zafar et al., 2012). In 
addition, undergraduate students often complain they are having difficulties in 
understanding and communicating with their foreign-born faculty members because 
they are not used to the faculty members’ accents. Also, foreign-born faculty members 
have trouble with cross-cultural communication (Alberts, 2008; Marvasti, 2005; Neves 
& Sanyal, 1991). On the other hand, foreign-born faculty members are surprised with 
the expectations of their students. In Alberts’s (2008) qualitative study, she found that 
foreign-born faculty members were shocked whenever they learned that students felt 
entitled to receive good grades with minimal work and expected extra credit 
assignments when they had not done as well in a class as they had expected. All these 
differences have added extra pressure and stress to foreign-born faculty members. 
Outside the classroom setting, foreign-born faculty members also have to deal 
with their legal working status, which is to obtain permanent residency rights. Many 
foreign-born graduates struggle in finding a full-time faculty position after graduation; 
as a result, some of them have to consider pursuing a post-doctoral fellowship (Corley 
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& Sabharwal, 2007). This explains why in Collin’s (2008) study, 28 out of 30 foreign-
born faculty members in her study stressed that obtaining a Green Card to stay in the 
U.S. had always been on their mind after they were hired. They shared that without 
valid legal documentation (i.e. Green Card) in hand; they would not feel secure in their 
job. This can be difficult for new faculty members as they try to juggle everything all at 
once in the first two years of their employment. In addition, even if foreign-born faculty 
members are dissatisfied with their job, they are likely going to stay with their employer 
until they have received their Green Card because of the substantial legal expenses for 
their Green Card application (Collins, 2008). In addition, they are required to get a new 
sponsorship from their new employer if they were to change jobs in the middle of the 
Green Card application process (Collin, 2008; Varma, 2010). 
 Besides language, cultural, and employment barriers, other factors also have 
affected foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction: their personal lives (e.g., 
marital and family status), departmental and/or institutional support, and salary gaps 
(Collins, 2008; Corley & Sabharwal, 2007; Howe, 2008; Marvasti, 2005). Foreign-born 
faculty members who are born and raised with collective society values are used to 
spending time with their family and friends, whereas people in the U.S. value their 
personal space and independence more than in other countries and view their 
relationships informally (Collins, 2008). Foreign-born faculty members who are not 
used to that cultural difference have difficulty relating to the locals and begin to 
experience loneliness (Collins, 2008; Zafar et al., 2012). Past studies have shown mixed 
results of the relationship between marriage and faculty job satisfaction. Several studies 
showed that faculty members who are married are more satisfied with their jobs (Cetin, 
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2006; Hagedorn, 2000; Leung, Siu, & Spector, 2000; Sabharwal & Corley, 2009). Their 
spouse may have provided them the emotional support that they missed from their 
family and friends in their home countries (Toutkoushian et al., 2007). On the other 
hand, in Verret’s (2011) study, she found that marriage has no significant impact on 
faculty job satisfaction. In terms of the status of their spouse, Kim et al. (2011) found 
out that married foreign-born faculty members with spouses working full-time are more 
satisfied than those who are not working or working only part-time jobs. Furthermore, 
foreign-born faculty members, especially men who have younger children tend to be 
happier and more satisfied with their job. In contrast, female faculty members who have 
younger children tend to struggle with job satisfaction (Sabharwal, 2011). In many 
foreign countries like China and India, women are often perceived as the motherly 
figures in their family, so they are expected to stay at home to rear their children and 
support their husbands instead of spending long hours in higher education teaching and 
working on their research (Sabharwal, 2011). 
 Many foreign-born faculty members also share similar experiences as other 
faculty members of color in the U.S., feeling socially isolated and helpless due to the 
lack of mentoring support from the departments or institutions, and mentoring support 
is nonexistent for them (Alberts, 2008; Mamiseishvili, 2011; Moody, 2004). They feel 
as if they are on their own and they have to figure everything out about their new career 
by themselves (Zafar et al., 2012). Faculty members who are passive or shy may even 
have a harder time adapting to their jobs. University administrators admitted that they 
could have done a better job in providing mentoring and networking support to foreign-
born faculty members, easing their transition to the academic career (Alberts, 2008). 
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Despite all the challenges that foreign-born faculty members have to overcome, foreign-
born faculty members spend longer hours at their faculty jobs than their U.S.-born 
counterparts because they acknowledge that they need to be more competitive to secure 
their academic position (Marvasti, 2005; Varma, 2010). For example, in 1993, foreign-
born faculty members spent an average 25.6% of their time in research work as 
compared to their U.S.-born colleagues who only spent 12.7% of their time in research 
work (Marvasti, 2005). Studies also showed that many foreign-born faculty members of 
Asian descent, both male and female, have committed long hours to their research and 
outperformed their White counterparts in research outcome (Corley & Sabharwal, 2007; 
Lee, 2004) even if they were dissatisfied with their job because they understand that 
research output at research institutions reflects their status and reputation in higher 
education as well as the institutional reward structures (Zafar et al., 2012). That means 
that their tenure review process relies heavily on their scholarly production. 
Furthermore, students, faculty, and administrators often question and treat foreign-born 
female faculty differently. To earn their respect, foreign-born female faculty feel 
obligated to work hard and be productive to establish their credibility by achieving 
tenure (Mamiseishvili, 2010). “Tenure in academia means academic freedom guarded 
by job security” (Lin et al., 2009, p.707). Foreign-born faculty members are less likely 
to achieve tenure than their native-born colleagues. Even in science and engineering, 
foreign-born faculty members who are known as experts in the field still have a tough 
time achieving associate or full professor status (Collins, 2008; Corley & Sabharwal, 
2007). Hence, some foreign-born faculty members continue to be persistent and 
productive in their scholarly work, hoping to achieve tenure and promotion, whereas 
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other foreign-born faculty members are more likely to leave the institutions to take on a 
research role for corporations (Lin et al., 2009). 
 U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members play an important role in U.S. 
higher education. There are studies that focus on the job satisfaction of female faculty 
and faculty members of color; however, there is still a lack of research on foreign-born 
faculty members’ job satisfaction. This research not only helps to bridge the gap 
concerning foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction but also allows the 
researcher scholars to better understand the relationship among self-esteem, mentoring, 
and job satisfaction of the U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members.  
Mentoring 
Mentoring is a topic that has been discussed and studied for decades, but a 
standard definition for the words “mentor” and “mentoring” has yet to be developed. 
These terms still have various meanings to people (Berk et al., 2005; Kram, 1985). In 
addition, faculty members and practitioners have a tough time clarifying the concept of 
mentoring and the relationship between mentors and protégés (Sands et al., 1991). 
Kogler Hill, Bahniuk, and Dobos (1989) defined mentoring as “a communication 
relationship in which a senior person supports, tutors, guides, and facilitates a junior 
person’s career development” (p. 15). Bryant-Shanklin and Brumage (2011) described it 
as “a process involving two or more individuals working together to develop the careers 
and abilities of all participants” (p. 43). Alleman defined mentoring as “a relationship 
between two people in which one person with greater rank, experience, and/or expertise 
teaches, counsels, guides, and helps the other to develop both professionally and 
personally” (as cited in Brown, 1999, p. 48). Haggard, Dougherty, Turban, and 
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Wilbanks (2010) identified three major attributes that define a mentoring relationship: 
reciprocal relationship, developmental benefits, and regular/consistent interaction over 
some period of time. With a reciprocal relationship, the mentor and protégé develop a 
mutual relationship with one another instead of a one-way relationship. The relationship 
is developed through face-to-face, online or phone communication. Developmental 
benefits are referred to the “learning partnership” between the mentor and the protégé 
(Eby, Allen, Evans, Ng, & DuBois, 2008). For example, the mentor who is usually 
older, more experienced, and higher in rank would learn from the protégé about the 
different types of technology that are important and useful to improve their job 
performance. Last, the regular and consistent interactions between the mentor and 
protégé also shape the mentoring relationship. Unlike the other types of coaching or 
advising relationships, a mentor and protégé who are in a mentoring relationship tend to 
have a stronger bond with one another. For this study, the researcher in the study has 
adopted the definition of a mentoring relationship from Berk et al. (2005), which is  
one that may vary along a continuum from informal/short-term to formal/long-
term in which faculty with useful experience, knowledge, skills, and/or wisdom 
offers advice, information, guidance, support, or opportunity to another faculty 
member or student for that individuals’ professional development (p. 67). 
Despite that research scholars and practitioners have a tough time finding a 
consensus definition for these terms, mentors and mentoring relationships play a 
significant role in increasing an employee’s job satisfaction (Allen & Eby, 2008). 
Higher education administrators also believe that mentoring plays a vital role in the 
growth and development of faculty members (Alberts, 2008; Bryant-Shanklin & 
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Brumage, 2011; Collins, 2008; Conklin & Robbins-McNeish, 2006; Turner, 2007; 
Turner et al., 1999). This explains why there is a continuous growth of faculty 
mentoring programs in U.S. higher education, including health professional programs. 
However, Sands, Parson, and Duane’s (1991) study showed that only one third of their 
347 faculty participants had a mentor at their university. Seventy-two percent of their 
participants claimed that they had had a mentor in their previous academic, teaching, or 
professional careers. Many of them also claimed that they had their last mentoring 
experiences when they were in graduate school. It is still a challenge for universities to 
provide mentoring support to faculty members, yet there is limited research that can 
provide insights into the trends of current faculty mentoring programs in the U.S. This 
study is designed to bridge the gap in the literature by investigating the faculty members’ 
mentoring experience in the U.S.  
Mentors not only help faculty members to acclimate to their organizations, but 
they also provide advice to faculty members in making wise decisions for their teaching, 
research, and service roles (Barker & Cohoon, 2007). For example, nursing colleges 
across the U.S. are facing faculty shortages due to aging faculty members, inadequate or 
noncompetitive salaries, and fewer nurses trained and prepared for teaching positions. 
Through mentoring programs, senior faculty members can teach and prepare the 
incoming nurses to be more oriented, knowledgeable, and comfortable assuming faculty 
positions in the nursing profession (Brown, 1999).  
Past research also reveals that junior faculty members tend to feel isolated 
(Olsen, 1993), uncertain about their performance expectations (Cawyer et al., 2002), 
dissatisfied with their new environment (Cawyer & Friedrich, 1998), experience high 
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stress, have low satisfaction, and have a lack of role definition (Olsen, 1993) when they 
started their new faculty position in U.S. higher education. According to Schrodt, 
Cawyer, and Sanders (2003), mentoring is an avenue for improving the quality of work 
life for organizational members. Mentoring enables faculty members to overcome their 
job transition by networking and socializing with other faculty members. In addition, 
institutions may utilize mentoring programs to boost faculty morale and job satisfaction 
(Lee & del Carmen Montiel, 2011). As Acker shared, “employees who are satisfied 
with their jobs are more likely to stay and continue their positions” (as cited in Lee & 
del Carmen Montiel, 2011, p. 482).  
Mentoring programs can be divided into two different categories: formal and 
informal mentoring. Since the structure of these two types of mentoring programs is 
very different, faculty members and administrators need to identify whether there is one 
that works better for them or there is a need to incorporate both types of mentoring 
programs to make it more effective. In a mentoring relationship, the experienced faculty 
member typically serves as a trusted counselor, teacher, or guide to the inexperienced 
protégé (i.e. the new or junior faculty member). The mentoring relationship does not 
take off overnight; it develops on a personal level after a period of time, therefore, 
mentor and protégé need to spend time to develop the mentoring relationship (Haggard 
et al., 2010; Santo, Engstrom, Reetz, Schweinle, & Reed, 2009; Zafar et al., 2012). 
Barker and Cohoon (2007) firmly believe that quality and successful mentoring 
programs require planning and structure. 
Formal Mentoring 
A formal or institutionalized mentoring program is a top-down mentorship 
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program organized and overseen by the top management of the institution. Generally, 
the top management designates a committee that consists of a group of faculty members 
(i.e., senior and junior faculty) and administrators to plan and structure the mentoring 
program and the committee will report to the top management sporadically about the 
progress of the mentoring program. Corporations such as Johnson and Johnson, General 
Motors, Procter and Gamble, and other Fortune 500 companies commonly use this type 
of mentoring program (Carden, 1990; Ehrich & Hansford, 1999). Institutions that set up 
formal mentoring programs usually require their constituents (i.e., faculty members) to 
participate in it. In most cases, the senior faculty members are designated as the mentors 
or role models to new or junior faculty members (Zafar et al., 2012). Senior faculty 
members may be assigned to one or multiple new/junior faculty members depending on 
the total number of mentors and protégés that need to be matched. It is common that the 
assigned mentor and protégé may have nothing in common besides their roles as faculty 
members in the institution because most formal mentoring programs are tailored to meet 
specific institutional or departmental needs instead of individual needs (Carden, 1990; 
Zafar et al., 2012).  
According to the existing research, research scholars have mixed feeling about 
formal and informal mentoring programs. Despite that the majority of the research 
indicates that informal mentoring programs are more effective than formal mentoring 
programs, the formal mentoring programs still provide values and benefits to 
underrepresented faculty members, such as female faculty members, faculty members 
of color, and foreign-born faculty members (Cawyer et al., 2002; Digg, Garrison-Wade, 
Estrada, & Galindo, 2009; Sands et al., 1991; Zafar, 2012). Research shows that faculty 
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members are more comfortable relating to people of the same sex and ethnicity (Sands 
et al., 1991). Since the majority of the faculty members are White males, female faculty 
members, faculty members of color, and foreign-born faculty members are clearly at a 
disadvantage in finding mentors who are of the same sex (Sands, Parson, & Duane, 
1991) or ethnicity (Griffin, 2012). Many foreign-born faculty members were born and 
reared in a different culture. As they enter U.S. institutions as new faculty members, 
they may be reluctant to seek mentoring relationships due to different social norms, 
cultures, and language barriers (Zafar, Roberts, & Behar-Horenstein, 2012). With 
formal mentoring, female faculty members, faculty members of color, and foreign-born 
faculty members are extended the mentoring opportunities that would not have been 
considered previously in their institution due to differences in sex or nationality. In 
addition, a formal mentoring program ensures mentors and protégés are committed to 
the program and that mentors are compatible to the protégés (Ehrich & Hansford, 1999). 
Informal Mentoring 
An informal mentoring relationship, also known as the traditional mentoring 
relationship, is the oldest mentoring relationship developed between mentor and protégé 
(Ehrich & Hansford, 1999). According to Byrne, this type of mentoring relationship is 
highly selective and elitist in nature (cited in Ehrich & Hansford, 1999, p. 94). The 
mentor, who is usually the senior and more experienced faculty member, takes up the 
advisor, counselor, or teacher role to develop the junior faculty member, or protégé 
(Brown, 1999). Historically, the mentor’s selection process could be biased. Instead of 
solely focusing on the protégé’s talents and potential, the mentor would select their 
protégé based on personal aspects, such as their religious background, cultural 
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background, ethnicity, or even their sex (Sands et al., 1991). Consequently, many 
qualified protégés were not given mentoring opportunities (Ehrich & Hansford, 1999). 
With the growth of formal mentoring, the informal mentoring program has changed 
drastically. Levinson argued that mentoring is not a sponsorship between the mentor 
and the protégé, but it is an important development process to adulthood (cited in 
Ehrich & Hansford, 1999, p. 92). The mentor-protégé relationship is often pursued 
voluntarily and it is influenced by the personal and/or working relationship of the 
mentor and the protégé (Sands et al., 1991). In addition, most mentors and protégés 
share some commonalities between them outside the work setting. Brown (1999) shared 
that mentoring tends to work best when there are mutual benefits for both the mentor 
and protégé. The mutual connection between the mentor and protégé will lead them to 
be more committed to their mentoring relationship. 
Characteristics of a Mentor 
The mentoring relationship is about developing new or junior faculty members. 
A common challenge that a protégé may face in seeking a mentor-protégé relationship 
is to identify a qualified mentor who can be there to guide, support, and counsel him or 
her as he or she begins to build a new faculty career. The other issue that may occur 
with a senior faculty member is to understand the roles and qualifications that he or she 
needs to serve as a faculty mentor. Berk et al. (2005) shared that a mentor should be 
responsible and committed in providing resources and expertise in the field; offering 
guidance and direction regarding professional issues; providing constructive feedback 
or critiques of the protégé’s work; challenging the protégé to expand his or her abilities, 
and answering the protégé’s questions. In addition, a mentor should also be able to 
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share ideas with his or her protégé, provide him or her ideas on how to manage time, 
and help integrate the protégé’s teaching and research interests (Bryant-Shanklin & 
Brumage, 2011; Johnston & McCormack, 1997). Nonetheless, the key to be a 
successful mentor is still the mentor’s ability and willingness to spend time to meet with 
the protégé on a regular basis. Protégés who meet with their mentors more frequently 
tend to have higher satisfaction in their career or academic experience (Ehrich & 
Hansford, 1999; Karcher, 2005; Waters, McCabe, Kiellerup, & Kiellerup, 2002).  
Benefits of Mentoring 
Mentoring provides benefits and positive outcomes to faculty members in the 
higher education setting. According to Kram (1985), protégés who are mentored are 
more likely to receive psychosocial support and career-related support than those who 
are not mentored. Psychosocial support includes role modeling, acceptance, 
confirmation, counseling, and friendship. Career-related support that promotes career 
advancement includes providing sponsorship, promoting exposure and visibility, 
coaching, protecting, and offering challenging assignments (Borders, Young, Wester, 
Murray, Villalba, Lewis, & Mobley, 2011; Lee & del Carmen Montiel, 2011). Many 
foreign-born faculty members who are new to U.S. higher education do not have clear 
expectations and direction on how to achieve tenure (Zafar et al., 2012). In addition, 
they have issues acclimating due to cultural, social norm, and language differences. 
Mentoring may be a way to provide assistance and support for adjustment to the higher 
education system in the U.S (Zafar et al., 2012; Brown, 1999). For example, the 
psychosocial support that they receive may serve as a confidence booster to strengthen 
their social and emotional well-being (Albrecht & Adelman, 1987) and career-related 
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support may provide them specific guidance and support that they need to move toward 
the tenure process. Protégés may use small talk and surface-level self-disclosures with 
their mentors as ways to strengthen their mentoring relationship to help them feel more 
comfortable in reaching out to their mentors for questions, assistance, and support. Over 
a period of time, protégés may begin to develop a better social support network with 
other faculty members. Studies have consistently shown that mentoring assists new or 
junior faculty members in socializing into the institution (Alberts, 2008; Collins, 2008; 
Lee & del Carmen Montiel, 2011). Haynes and Petrosko (2009) found that senior 
faculty members who were mentored previously are more socialized in their 
organization than those senior faculty members who were not mentored.  
The mentor-protégé relationship provides protégés benefits that enable them to 
excel professionally and academically, such as interpersonal bonding, social support, 
professional advice, learning about the history and culture of the institution, and access 
to different resources that are related to their jobs, such as answering questions in 
regards to research grants, publication outlets, or the tenure review process (Cawyer et 
al., 2002). Most importantly, a mentoring relationship also allows protégés to acquire 
research and writing skills requesting grants and disseminate research with their mentor 
(Bryant-Shanklin & Brumage, 2011). Moreover, Allen found that protégés who are 
involved in mentoring relationships are more optimistic about their promotion 
opportunities (as cited in Lee & del Carmen Montiel, 2011). Lee and del Carmen 
Montiel (2011) recognize that individuals who perceive that they are involved in a 
mentoring relationship are more satisfied with their jobs than those who are not in any 
mentoring relationship. Both findings support the results of Schrodt’s et al. (2003) study. 
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Self-Esteem 
Self-esteem is a measure of self-worth (Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 
1989). Judge and Bono (2001) defined self-esteem as the overall value that an 
individual places on himself or herself as a person. Kundu and Rani (2007) described it 
as a person’s subjective appraisal of oneself intrinsically from a positive or negative 
perspective. Self-esteem involves the thoughts, feelings, emotions, and experiences of 
an individual throughout his or her life (Alavi & Askaripur, 2003). This construct has 
been frequently looked at in job satisfaction and job performance research. Social 
sciences have categorized self-esteem differently, and comparisons in types of self-
esteem that have been studied included implicit vs. explicit self-esteem, stable vs. 
fragile self-esteem, authentic vs. defensive self-esteem, and global vs. task-specific self-
esteem. Among all the different types of self-esteem, the global and task-specific self-
esteem are frequently used to examine job satisfaction and performance.   
Self-esteem has been studied as a trait of core self-evaluations. Besides self-
esteem, locus of control, generalized self-efficacy, and neuroticism are other traits that 
affect core self-evaluations (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005), the fundamental 
evaluations that people hold to about themselves, the world, and others (Bono & Judge, 
2003). Research scholars use core self-evaluations to understand and predict employees’ 
workplace attitudes and behaviors. 
In Bono and Judge’s (2003) study, they found that self-esteem has the highest 
factor loading (0.91) among all four traits, followed by generalized self-efficacy (0.81), 
locus of control (0.73), and neuroticism (-0.74). This indicates that self-esteem carries 
the most amount of weight on individual core self-evaluations, whereas neuroticism has 
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the least amount of weight on core self-evaluations. In addition, the study shows that 
core self-evaluation has a 0.41 correlation to job satisfaction, indicating that core self-
evaluation has a significant effect on job satisfaction. As suggested by other research 
scholars, core self-evaluations represent the intrinsic characteristics that could affect job 
satisfaction. Studies revealed that approximately 37% of the influence of core self-
evaluations on job satisfaction was mediated by the perception of intrinsic job 
characteristics (Judge, Van Vianen, & De Pater, 2004). Therefore, individuals who 
score high on core self-evaluations reported greater job satisfaction (Judge, Locke, 
Durham, & Kluger, 1998). 
Rosenberg, Schooler, and Schoenbach (1995) shared that self-esteem could also 
be studied through global self-esteem or task-specific self-esteem. Global self-esteem is 
one’s acceptance of or respect for oneself and has a direct effect on performance. On the 
other hand, task-specific self-esteem, which is similar to self-efficacy, focuses on the 
confidence level that individuals can attain for a specified performance level 
(Rosenberg et al., 1995). Global self-esteem is a good predictor for the psychological 
well-being of an individual (e.g., job satisfaction), whereas task-specific self-esteem is a 
good predictor for the behavior of an individual (e.g., academic performance) 
(Rosenberg et al., 1995).  
Research scholars have different perspectives on self-esteem. Although some 
scholars view self-esteem as a subsequent effect of job satisfaction and job success 
(Crocker & Wolfe, 2001; Tafarodi & Swann, 1995), most scholars agree that self-
esteem is a good predictor for life outcomes (e.g., work-related well-being, relationship 
satisfaction, health, and depression) and job satisfaction (Ahmed, 2012; Alavi & 
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Askaripur, 2003; DeConinck & Brock, 2011; Kuster, Orth, & Meier, 2013; Orth, 
Robins, & Widaman, 2012). Salmela-Aro and Nurmi (2007) even argued that a person’s 
level of self-esteem during their college years predicts his or her career characteristics 
10 years later. People with high self-esteem not only have higher self-confidence levels 
and clearer self-concepts (Kundu & Rani, 2007), but they are also more optimistic and 
determined than people with low self-esteem. Moreover, they are willing to take risks 
and challenges to excel and be successful in life (Kuster et al., 2013; Locke, McClear, 
& Knight, 1996). According to Alavi & Askaripur (2003), several studies indicated that 
men are more satisfied in their job because they possess a high self-esteem; on the other 
hand, other research showed that women have a higher level of self-esteem than men, 
which makes them even more satisfied with the jobs. In contrast, individuals with low 
self-esteem tend to have negative viewpoints about themselves. They are easily anxious, 
more vulnerable with negative feedback, reluctant to take risks (Kuster et al., 2013; 
Locke et al., 1996), and have higher need for social approval (Vermunt, Van 
Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, & Blaauw, 2001). This can affect every area of their 
lives, such as personal life, work life, and social life (Kundu & Rani, 2007). Empirical 
studies showed that self-esteem can help employees up to 60 years old achieve job 
satisfaction. Once employees have exceeded the age of 60, their self-esteem will begin 
to decrease, and it will eventually affect their job satisfaction levels (Alavi & Askaripur, 
2003). In conclusion, employees with high self-esteem are more satisfied with their job 
than employees with low self-esteem (DeConinck & Brock, 2011; Korman, 1970; 
Kundu & Rani, 2007; Pierce et al., 1989). 
In self-consistency theory (Korman, 1970), individuals are motivated to behave 
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in a manner that represents their self-image. Individuals with high self-esteem are prone 
to choose occupations that aligned with their interests, which would result in job 
satisfaction (Korman, 1970). Additionally, individuals choose tasks that not only meet 
their competency level but also challenge them because being successful at their tasks 
only reinforces their self-concept. Self-esteem is positively correlated to promotion and 
the nature of work, which eventually lead to job satisfaction (Ahmed, 2012). Kundu and 
Rani (2007) found that employees with high self-esteem tend to excel in their careers 
and earn promotion or develop their careers within their companies. On the other hand, 
individuals with low self-esteem tend to lack of self-confidence (Robbins, Tracy, 
Trzesniewski, Potter, & Gosling, 2001), and they view challenging tasks as a plan for 
failure. Therefore, they would rather choose a task or occupation that is below their 
competency level to avoid failure and criticism.  
The Relationship among Mentoring, Self-Esteem, and Job Satisfaction 
The existing literature shows that mentoring and self-esteem can affect faculty 
job satisfaction respectively (Allen & Eby, 2008; Crocker & Wolfe, 2001; Lee & del 
Carmen Montiel, 2011; Tafarodi & Swann, 1995). Several studies also explained the 
relationship between mentoring and self-esteem in different work settings (e.g., Higgins, 
1998; Karcher, 2005; Waters, McCabe, Kiellerup, & Kiellerup, 2002). Because plenty 
of studies have shown the correlation between mentoring and job satisfaction as well as 
self-esteem and job satisfaction, the researcher in the study argues that if mentoring and 
self-esteem are correlated, then job satisfaction should also be correlated to mentoring 
and self-esteem. 
Mentors have positively impacted protégés’ careers and psychosocial well-being 
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(Waters et al., 2002). For example, the participants (protégés) of the new business start-
up program in Water’s et al. (2002) reported significantly higher levels of career-related 
and psychosocial functions after being mentored. Their findings aligned with Kram’s 
(1985) proposal about the benefits of mentoring. Instead of meeting informally on a 
regular basis, the protégés and mentors would meet on a set schedule following a 
structured mentoring program. Formal mentoring should provide greater career-related 
support to the protégés (Kram, 1985), but the result was the opposite of what was 
expected. Instead, the protégés received higher levels of psychosocial support, which 
indicated that mentoring contributes significantly to protégés’ self-esteem.  
Higgins (1998) conducted a study about the impacts of mentoring on the self-
esteem of college-age women. The participants of her study were college-age women 
who struggled with eating disorders. She tried to investigate how mentoring might have 
affected college-age women’s self-esteem. The results showed that the participants who 
went through the formal mentoring program did experience an increase in their global 
self-esteem compared to those who were in the control group. At the end of the study, 
the participants rediscovered their sense of worthiness, saying for example, “I don’t 
think I will have trouble succeeding in life” (p. 61). Also, they were pleased with who 
they were, they knew what they wanted out of their life, and also felt competent and 
capable of going after their goals (Higgins, 1998). 
Karcher (2005) conducted a study on the effects of high school mentors on 
younger protégés. He found that younger protégés experienced similar results as other 
protégés in business or academia. The mentoring program that was organized by the 
school helped to develop the protégés’ self-esteem, social skills, and self-management. 
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Subsequently, the protégés became more connected and successful in school. 
Nonetheless, the mentor’s commitment to participate in the program was the key to the 
success of the mentoring program. Poor attendance of the mentor could have affected 
the protégés’s self-esteem (Karcher, 2005; Waters et al., 2003) and social skills 
(Karcher, 2005). Mentoring correlates with self-esteem; therefore, the researcher in the 
study argues that job satisfaction is also correlated to mentoring and self-esteem. 
Theoretical Framework: Job Satisfaction Theory 
 Job satisfaction, defined as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting 
from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1304), is frequently 
studied in industries and higher education. Though job satisfaction has been looked at 
for a long period of time, there are still limited theories and models that research 
scholars can utilize for their studies.  
 Abraham Maslow developed the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory to explain 
human behaviors (Benson & Dundis, 2003; Maslow, 1954). The model has been used in 
different disciplines to learn more about human motivation and human needs (Benson & 
Dundis, 2003). Maslow believes that individuals have the ability to reach their highest 
potential when they have met all five tiers of human needs proposed in the Maslow’s 
hierarchy of needs theory; they include: physiological, safety, love/belonging, esteem, 
and self-actualization (Benson & Dundis, 2003; Sadri & Clarke Bowen, 2003; Simons, 
Irwin, & Drinnin, 1987). The physiological needs are the basic needs that individuals 
desire and need to be satisfied before seeking other needs and some examples of 
physiological needs include salaries and health benefits (Sadri & Clarke Bowen, 2003). 
When individuals are satisfied with their physiological needs, they begin to pursue the 
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safety needs, which generally refer to a safe working environment, protection from 
crime or rioting, and/or a retirement plan. Whenever individuals have reached their 
safety satisfaction level, they want to be loved and have a sense of belonging to 
eliminate loneliness and alienation. This explains why individuals socialize and join 
social or professional organizations for the sake of belonging. Then, individuals begin 
to seek the needs for esteem. Maslow believes that when individuals have a high self-
respect for themselves and others, they tend to have more self-confidence and feel 
valued by the society. Lastly, Maslow believes that for any individuals to become the 
best they can be, they must reach the self-actualization stage. Based on Maslow’s 
hierarchy of needs theory, it shows that intrinsic motivators (e.g., self-esteem and self-
actualization) have stronger influences on individual’s motivation and satisfaction than 
extrinsic motivators (e.g., physiological, safety, and love/belonging). This study on the 
other hand views intrinsic and extrinsic motivators equally contribute to faculty job 
satisfaction. Therefore, the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory does not fit the design 
of the study.     
Herzberg et al. (1959) developed the dual-factor theory of job satisfaction. 
According to Herzberg and his colleagues, job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction were 
the two groups of factors that determine job satisfaction. Job characteristics that are 
important to job satisfaction but not to dissatisfaction are considered “satisfiers.” Other 
characteristics that contribute to job dissatisfaction and not job satisfaction are 
considered “dissatisfiers.” Although this theory has been commonly used by research 
scholars for job satisfaction studies, the theory has also received criticism from other 
scholars for the lack of clarity in interpreting the theory (House & Wigdor, 1967).  
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 Quarstein et al. (1992) also developed a job satisfaction theory, known as the 
situational occurrences theory of job satisfaction. Similar to the dual-factor theory by 
Herzberg and his colleagues, the situational occurrences theory also consists of two 
factor groups: situational occurrences and situational characteristics. However, unlike 
the dual-factor theory, the factors are not tied to job content-related or job context-
related aspects. According to Quarstein et al., job satisfaction is a function of the 
situational occurrences (e.g., coffee/tea break, having lunch together), situational 
characteristics (e.g., pay, work environment), and other factors such as bonuses and 
appraisals that can result in job satisfaction or job dissatisfaction. Other research 
scholars noted that the theory has neglected the role of personal factors such as age, 
education, and years of work experience, which can be a crucial element in determining 
job satisfaction (Oshagbemi, 1997).  
 Kalleberg (1977) posited that job satisfaction was influenced by the work values 
and job rewards that individuals experienced and perceived of their work. Six 
dimensions affect work values and job rewards: intrinsic, convenience, financial, 
relations with co-workers, career opportunities, and resource adequacy. With the 
exception of the first dimension (intrinsic), the rest of the dimensions are classified as 
extrinsic dimensions. An intrinsic dimension refers to the characteristics that actually 
stimulate workers’ interest in the task itself. When workers are intrinsically motivated, 
they are prone to work harder so that they can be challenged. The convenience 
dimension, which refers to job characteristics that promote workers’ comfort levels, 
such as the amount of commute time, the work environment itself, or the working hours 
can affect workers’ job satisfaction. Third, the financial dimension, which refers to the 
	   52 
pay, fringe benefits and job security, is an important element that shapes job satisfaction. 
Fourth, relations with co-workers, which refer to the socializations within the 
organization, and the friendliness and helpfulness of co-workers, may affect workers’ 
social activity in the organization. Fifth, the career opportunities dimension reflects the 
advancement or promotion opportunities that workers may find within the organization. 
Last, the resource adequacy dimension refers to any additional resources such as 
mentoring, professional development opportunities, or site supports that workers may 
find in their organization to improve their performance (Kalleberg, 1977). Kalleberg’s 






      Intrinsic motivation 
 
       Extrinsic motivation 
Figure 1. Kalleberg's Job Satisfaction Theory 
 Both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are key factors that affect job satisfaction 
of workers regardless of the work setting (O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1980). Among the four 
job satisfaction theories that are mentioned, the present study is most aligned with 
Kalleberg’s Job Satisfaction Theory. According to Rosenberg, Schooler, and 
Schoenbach (1995), self-esteem (i.e., global self-esteem) is a person’s acceptance of or 
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respect for himself or herself, which is an intrinsic factor under Kalleberg’s Job 
Satisfaction Theory. On the other hand, mentoring, as Alleman defined it as “a 
relationship between two people in which one person with greater rank, experience, 
and/or expertise teaches, counsels, guides, and helps the other to develop both 
professionally and personally” (as cited in Brown, 1999, p. 48) is an extrinsic factor 
under Kalleberg’s Job Satisfaction Theory. Among all four frameworks, the Kalleberg’s 
Job Satisfaction Theory is the best-fit framework to guide this particular study. 
Therefore, this study will use the Kalleberg’s Job Satisfaction Theory as a framework. 
Summary 
There is a continuous growth of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members in 
U.S. institutions. Faculty members who are married and have young children living 
with them are more satisfied with their jobs, with the exception of foreign-born female 
faculty members because women are perceived as homemakers in their countries of 
origin. In addition, faculty ranking and tenure have also affected the job satisfaction of 
faculty members of color and foreign-born faculty members.  
Mentoring and self-esteem can directly influence job satisfaction. Faculty 
members who have high self-esteem tend to be more satisfied and successful in their 
jobs than faculty members who have low self-esteem. Mentoring positively influences 
faculty members’ job satisfaction. Therefore, institutional administrators should utilize 
mentoring programs to improve faculty members who have low self-esteem to 
ultimately increase their job satisfaction.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to compare U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ perceived job satisfaction at research universities with very high (RU/VH) 
and high (RU/H) research activity. In addition, the research sought to explore the 
relationship between U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ perceived job 
satisfaction with marital status, faculty ranking, and tenure status as well as the 
relationship among self-esteem, mentoring, and job satisfaction of U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members. A causal-relational study was conducted to support the 
research study. The following sections describe the population, sample size, 
instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, and human subject’s research approval.  
Population  
 The targeted population for this study was U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members who were employed full-time at public or private doctorate-granting 
institutions classified by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 
as RU/VH: research university with very high research activity or RU/H: research 
university with high research activity. To be classified as doctorate-granting institutions, 
the selected institutions must award at least 20 research doctoral degrees during the 
current year. The researcher in the study compiled a list of all public and private 
doctorate-granting institutions that were listed on the Carnegie Classification of 
Institutions of Higher Education’s website (http://classifications.carnegiefoundation. 
org/descriptions/ basic.php) and later the list was divided into four regions: Northeast, 
Midwest, West, and South (Appendix D). A random-convenient selection was drawn 
from the population using Urbaniak and Plous’s (1997) Research Randomizer. A total 
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of 21 institutions representing all four regions were selected and participants were 
recruited from four specific colleges across the selected institutions. The rational for 
choosing those four colleges was because they existed in all 21 institutions, which 
would allow comparison to be made among U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members. The accessible population was identified by university and department 
websites. 
Sample Size 
 Olejnik (1984) revealed that sample size not only affected the statistical power 
of a study, but it also influenced the choice of instrumentation, design, and analysis that 
were used for research studies. According to Olejnik (1984), there were four factors that 
determined the sample size of a study: criterion for statistical significance, level of 
statistical power, statistical analysis strategy, and size of an effect. To achieve the 
statistical power for this study, the researcher in the study utilized two power analysis 
tools – the G*Power 3.1 and a priori calculator – to determine the sample size for the 
study. 
 According to G* Power 3.1, the minimum sample size required to utilize one-
tailed t-test to measure and compare mean difference of two independent groups with an 
effect size, d = .5, alpha level, α = .05, and power = .8 was 102 participants, whereas for 
a two-tailed t-test with the same effect size, alpha level, and power, it required 128 
participants. Further, the statistical power analysis tool required at least 180 participants 
to utilize one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to measure the mean difference of 
four different groups of faculty members with an effect size, f = .25, alpha level, α = .05, 
and power = .8. The statistical power analysis tool required at least 179 participants to 
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utilize two-way analysis of variance to measure the mean difference of two groups of 
faculty members (U.S.-born and foreign-born) with two groups of independent variable 
(i.e., marital status, tenure status, and mentoring status) at effect size, f = .25, alpha 
level, α = .05, and power = .8. A minimum of 76 participants were required to utilize 
one-tail Pearson product moment correlation coefficient, Pearson r, to determine the 
magnitude of the relationship between self-esteem and job satisfaction, with an effect 
size, q = .6, alpha level, α = .05, and power = .8. Last, a priori calculator for multiple 
regression indicated that with a medium effect size, f2 = .15, alpha level, α = .05, and 
power = .8, a minimum of 67 participants were required to determine the regression for 
2 predictors. In order to satisfy the sample size requirements for the different statistical 
tests, the researcher in the study had to use the common denominator among all 
required sample sizes to decide the final sample size of the study and the result showed 
that at least 180 participants (n = 180) were required for the study. The final sample size 
selected was 800, which exceeded the minimum required sample size of 180. Half of 
the sample size would be U.S.-born faculty members (n= 400) and the other half would 
be foreign-born faculty members (n= 400). 
 This study was conducted at 21 public and private research universities with 
very high or high research activity in different regions of the U.S. (i.e., West, Midwest, 
Northeast, and South) (see Appendix D). A total of 481 participants (10%) volunteered 
to participate in the study. The participants were full-time U.S.-born or foreign-born 
faculty members representing four colleges (i.e., Business, Engineering, Education, and 
Communication) at those 21 institutions and they either received their academic 
graduate or doctorate degree from the U.S. or foreign countries. Also, the participants 
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represented different martial status (i.e., single, married or domestic partnership, 
windowed, separated, and divorced), races (i.e. White, Asian, Black, Non-White 
Hispanic or Latino, and American Indian), faculty rankings (i.e., Professor, Associate 
Professor, Assistant Professor, and Instructor), and faculty positions (i.e., tenured, 
tenure track, renewable term, or clinical or research position without tenure).  
Instrumentation 
 Based on a review of previous research on job satisfaction, mentoring, and self-
esteem, there was not a standard instrument that would measure all three variables. All 
the instruments focused on an individual variable. As a result, the researcher in the 
study developed an instrument for this study by creating a demographic survey and 
incorporating three different survey instruments to answer the research questions. The 
selected survey instruments were used in similar type of studies, but with different 
populations and in different work settings. The instrumentation consisted of four 
sections and it was hosted online by Qualtrics© (http://qualtrics.com). The first part of 
the survey consisted of 12-item demographic questions. The second part of the survey 
consisted of Spector’s (1985) 36-item Job Satisfaction Scale. The third part of the 
survey consisted of Rosenberg’s (1965) 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. The 
fourth part of the survey consisted of Berk, Berg, Mortimer, Walton-Moss, and Yeo’s 
(2005) 12-item Mentorship Effectiveness Scale and two additional mentoring related 
questions. The final part of the survey consisted of one Likert-scale question and one 
open-ended question that surveyed participants’ perspective on mentoring. The 
mentoring variable would determine the total number of questions that participants 
needed to complete. Participants who were mentored in the last five years would fill out 
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a survey that consisted of 74 items (i.e., demographics, job satisfaction, self-esteem, and 
mentoring), whereas participants who were not mentored in the last five years would fill 
out a survey that consisted of 61 items (i.e., demographics, job satisfaction, and self-
esteem). The instrument can be found in Appendix F. 
Demographic 
The demographic survey, which included but were not limited to, country of 
origin, age, sex, race, marital status, number of children, country where they received 
their academic doctorate degree, the type of institution where they taught, the position 
that they held, and the duration they had been in that position, was developed to obtain 
personal information about the participants. The data was used for descriptive and 
analyses purposes. 
Job Satisfaction 
The Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) designed by Spector (1985) was selected for 
this study. The survey scale consists of 36 Likert-scale items on a six point scale with 
responses ranging from “1 = Disagree Very Much” to “6 = Agree Very Much.” The 
survey covers nine facets of job satisfaction: pay, promotion, supervision, fringe 
benefits, contingent rewards (performance based rewards), operating procedures 
(required rules and procedures), coworkers, nature of work, and communication. 
Questions are written in both directions (e.g., “I feel I am being paid a fair amount for 
the work I do” and “I sometimes feel my job is meaningless”), so questions that are 
worded negatively (i.e., 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 26, 29, 31, 32, 34, 
and 36) must be reverse scored. Each item is scored from 1 to 6 and the mean score of 
each subscale can be interpreted: 1.00 – 2.99 = Dissatisfied, 3.00 – 3.99 = Ambivalent, 
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and 4.00 – 6.00 = Satisfied. 
Spector’s (1985) Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) was selected among all the 
different job satisfaction scales because it had an acceptable length (36 items) and the 
sub-scales covered key components that could be used to measure U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members’ attitudes about their job and aspects of their job. In 
addition, the survey was free to administer. The other job satisfaction scales that the 
researcher in the study had considered included Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, 
& Hulin, 1969), Job Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Scale (Wood, 1973), Minnesota 
Satisfaction Index (Weiss, Dawis, Lofquist, & England, 1966), and Higher Education 
Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey (http://www.heri.ucla.edu/researchers/ 
instruments/FACULTY/2013FAC.pdf). The Job Descriptive Index (72-item), Job 
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Scale (76-item) and Minnesota Satisfaction Scale (100-
item) were not selected because of the length of the survey, which could be problematic 
for this study given there were two other surveys (i.e., self-esteem and mentoring) that 
would be incorporated in the study. The HERI Faculty Survey (50-item) was not 
selected because of the cost involved to administer the study. The Higher Education 
Research Institute would charge $825 to utilize the survey and an addition $3.25 per 
survey for processing. The estimated total cost for 800 participants is $3,425. 
Mentoring 
The Mentorship Effectiveness Scale (Berk et al., 2005) developed by John 
Hopkins University School of Nursing Ad Hoc Faculty Mentoring Committee was 
adopted for this study. The formal rating scale was developed to provide an efficient, 
comprehensive, and standardized tool to rate faculty’s mentorship experience such as 
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the effectiveness of the mentor (e.g., My mentor motivates me to improve my work 
product; My mentor is accessible). The original scale consisted of 12 items and was 
structured using a 7-point Likert-scale format, ranging from “0 = Strongly Disagree” to 
“5 = Strongly Agree” as well as scale “6 = Not Applicable” to reflect a characteristic 
that was not appropriate for a mentor-protégé relationship. To meet the needs of this 
study as well as maintaining consistency of the survey, the researcher in the study 
modified the survey items by renumbering all the Likert-scale format, ranging from     
“1 = Strongly Disagree” to “6 = Strongly Agree.” In addition, the researcher in the 
study removed the “7 = Not Applicable” options to require participants to select an 
answer that best described their mentoring experience. The new total score range from 
12 to 72. A higher total score indicates more positive faculty relationships. 
Self-Esteem 
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RES) was developed by Morris Rosenberg in 
1965 (Rosenberg, 1965). The scale contains two components (i.e., self-confidence and 
self-deprecation) and it has been widely used in different social science research such as 
psychology, psychiatry, and sociology. Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965) consists of 
10 Likert-scale items answered in a four point scale, ranging from “0 = Strongly 
Disagree” to “3 = Strongly Agree.” The questions are structured in both directions; half 
of them are worded positively (e.g., “On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.”) and 
the other half are worded negatively (e.g., “I feel I do not have much to be proud of.”) 
The researcher in the study modified the Likert-scale format to “1 = Strongly Disagree” 
to “4 = Strongly Agree” to match the other two scales (Job Satisfaction Scale and 
Mentorship Effectiveness Scale). Half of the items (i.e., 2, 5, 6, 8, and 9) need to be 
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reverse scored to reflect accuracy of the total score. Each item is scored from 1 point to 
4 points and the total score ranges from 10 to 40. A score between 20 to 30 is within 
normal range and a score below 15 suggests low self-esteem.  
Validity and Reliability 
 The instrumentation was used to explore the relationship among job satisfaction, 
mentoring, and self-esteem of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members. To ensure 
the instrumentation achieved its purpose, it was important to examine the psychometric 
properties of the three survey scales.  
Job Satisfaction 
 The Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) is commonly used among job satisfaction 
research due to its validity and reliability. The reliabilities of the nine facets based on a 
sample of 2,870 are: pay (r = .75), promotion (r = .73), supervision (r = .82), fringe 
benefits (r = .73), contingent rewards (r = .76), operating procedures (rules and 
regulations) (r = .62), coworkers (r = .60), nature of work (r = .78), and communication 
(r = .71). The overall reliability of the scale is r = .91. The internal consistency 
reliability (coefficient alpha) for each subscale is above the .50 minimum with the 
exception of two subscales that have achieved over .70. Also, the test-retest reliability 
for the subscales ranges from .37 to .74 and .71 for the entire scale (Spector, 1985). 
Based on the multitrait-multimethod analysis of Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) and Job 
Descriptive Index (JDI) focusing on the sub-scales, JSS has a convergent validity of .61 
- .81 and a discriminant validity of .19 - .59 (Spector, 1985). 
Mentoring 
The Mentorship Effectiveness Scale (MES) written items were initially obtained 
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through qualitative research methods, then reviewed by a five-member faculty 
committee for their psychometric form as well as the mentor-characteristic substance to 
achieve content-related validity. The item revisions required several iterations until 
unanimity by the committee was attained (Berk et al., 2005, p.68). In Beverly’s (2011) 
study, he reported a MES Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .99, which has provided 
evidence that the MES is a very reliable instrument to measure mentoring effectiveness. 
Self-Esteem 
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) that has been used and tested in 
different languages has a correlation of at least .80 for one type of reliability; however, 
the standard reliability ranges from .50 to .90 depending on the intended use and context 
for the instrument. In addition, the scale has an internal consistency ranges from .77 
to .88 and a test-retest reliability that ranges from .82 to .85. Also, the scale has a 
criterion validity of .55 and construct validity of -.64 (with anxiety), -.54 (with 
depression), and -.43 (with anomie) (Rosenberg, 1965). 
The researcher in the study also recruited faculty members who were familiar 
with the purpose of the instrumentation to help with quality control by examining the 
items on the surveys. The faculty members validated all the items listed on the surveys 
and proposed few minor changes to the wordings of the Job Satisfaction Scale to meet 
the context of the study, for example, the word “supervisor” was replaced with 
“department chair”, “people” was replaced with “faculty”, and “coworkers” was 
replaced with “colleagues.” The researcher in the study revised the survey items and 
made changes based on faculty members’ feedback. 
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Data Collection 
 The researcher in the study began the study by obtaining approval from the 
University of Oklahoma Institutional Review Board (IRB) for research involving 
human subjects and the study was granted exempt status approval (see Appendix A). 
Data was collected within a five-week period during the months of December and 
January. An initial recruitment email (see Appendix B) was sent to all faculty members 
that were on the list compiled from university and departmental websites. In the email, 
they were informed about the purpose and importance of the study, estimated length of 
the study, contact information of the researcher in the study and his faculty advisor as 
well as the link to the survey. Informed consent was obtained on the first page of the 
web-based survey (see Appendix E). On the consent form, faculty members were again 
notified about the purpose of the study, confidentiality of their personal information, 
voluntary nature of their participation, and contact information of the researcher in the 
study, his advisor as well as University of Oklahoma Institutional Review Board. 
Faculty members’ participation was completely voluntary. They were not eligible for 
any benefits or rewards. No sanctions were applied to faculty members who declined to 
participate in the study. A second email (see Appendix C) was sent four weeks later as a 
reminder to faculty members who had not completed the survey.  
 The recruitment emails were sent to 4,861 faculty members from four colleges 
in twenty-one institutions. Twenty institutions were randomly selected and they were 
either public or private doctorate-granting research universities with very high (RU/VH) 
or high (RU/H) research activity. Five hundred and sixty participants responded to the 
survey; 553 participants volunteered to take part in the study and 7 participants declined 
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to participate in the study. Seventy-two participants either did not complete their survey 
or had missing data; as a result, their responses were removed from the data analysis, 
which left only 481 responses (10%) that were usable for data analysis.  
Job Satisfaction Scale Scoring 
The Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) used a Likert-scale format: 1 = Disagree Very 
Much, 2 = Disagree Moderately, 3 = Disagree Slightly, 4 = Agree Slightly, 5 = Agree 
Moderately, and 6 = Agree Very Much. There were 36 items total. Out of the 36 items, 
17 items were written in positive direction and 19 items were written in negative 
direction. Each item was scored from 1 to 6 points. The items that were written in the 
positive direction were scored according to the Likert-scale format, for example, 
response for Disagree Very Much would receive 1 point and response for Agree Very 
much would receive 6 points, whereas half of the items (18-item) were written in the 
negative direction. Each item is scored from 1 to 6 points and the mean score for each 
subscale can be interpreted: 1.00 – 2.99 = Dissatisfied, 3.00 – 3.99 = Ambivalent, and 
4.00 – 6.00 = Satisfied. 
Mentorship Effectiveness Scale Scoring 
 The Mentorship Effectiveness Scale used a Likert-scale response format: 1 = 
Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly Disagree, 4 = Slightly Agree, 5 = Agree, 
and 6 = Strongly Agree. The scale consisted of 12 items. Each item was scored from 1 
to 6 points. Response for Strongly Disagree would receive 1 point whereas response for 
Strongly Agree would receive 6 points. The sum of the individual items would reflect 
participants’ mentoring experience. The overall score ranged from 12 to 72 points. A 
higher total score would indicate a more positive mentoring experience. 
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale Scoring 
 The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale used a Likert-scale response format: 1 = 
Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree. Overall, there 
were 10 items. Five items were written in positive direction and the other 5 were written 
in negative direction. Each item was scored from 1 to 4 points. An item that was rated 
“Strongly Disagree” would receive 1 point and an item that was rated “Strongly Agree” 
would receive 4 points. The negative items (i.e., 2, 5, 6, 8, and 9) were reverse scored to 
reflect the accuracy of the total score. The total score ranged from 10 to 40 points. Score 
that ranged from 20 to 30 points would be considered the normal range and scores 
below 15 points would be suggested as low self-esteem.  
Data Analysis 
Data was imported into IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
version 21 for analysis. Items that needed to be reverse scored were altered using the 
SPSS software before any analysis. Descriptive statistics (Means, Standard Deviations, 
Frequencies, and Percentages), independent sample t-test, one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA), two-way analysis of variance, Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficient, and multiple regression were used to analyze the data. The alpha level for 
all statistical tests was set at .05 and the confidence interval was set to 95%. 
Descriptive statistics were analyzed and reported to provide an overview of the 
characteristics of the sample such as sex, birth place, marital status, number of children, 
number of years resided in the U.S., country where they received their academic 
doctorate or graduate degree, the type of institution they were employed, their faculty 
position, rank, and the number of years in the position. Frequencies and percentages 
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were calculated for all nominal data. 
For research question 1, the independent sample t-test was conducted to measure 
if a statistically significant difference existed between U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction. The effect size for a statistically significant 
t-test was interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) d: .20 is considered small effect size, .50 is 
considered medium effect size, and .80 is considered large effect size. 
For research question 2, two-way ANOVA was used to measure if a statistically 
significant difference existed in faculty perceived job satisfaction between U.S.-born 
and foreign-born faculty members who were married and those who were single 
(hypothesis 2a). Also, two-way ANOVA was used to measure if a statistically 
significant difference existed in faculty perceived job satisfaction between U.S.-born 
and foreign-born tenured faculty versus those non-tenured faculty (hypothesis 2c). This 
allowed the researcher in the study to test the effect of each individual factor and the 
effect of both factors collectively. The latter effect, which is also known as the 
interaction effect, provided information on whether the two individual factors were 
operating independently of one another or collectively as a group to produce addition 
information about their impact (Lomax, 2007). In addition, two-way ANOVA helped to 
reduce the error variation that was not explained by the first factor. By using the second 
factor, it provided a more precise estimate of error variance (Lomax, 2007). The effect 
size for any statistically significant two-way ANOVAs was interpreted using Cohen’s 
(1988) eta-squared, η2 scales: .01 is small effect size, .06 is medium effect size, and .14 
is large effect size. 
One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
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statistically significant differences existed in U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ perceived job satisfaction broken down by faculty ranking (i.e., professor, 
associate, assistant, and instructor) (hypothesis 2b). Independent t-test could be utilized 
to answer this question; however, the researcher in the study was aware that by 
conducting four different independent t-tests, there would be a likelihood of increasing 
Type I errors, which eventually leads the researcher in the study to incorrectly reject a 
true null hypothesis. To minimize Type I error rates, the researcher in the study has 
selected one-way ANOVA to analyze the data. The effect size for a statistically 
significant one-way ANOVA was interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) eta-squared, η2 
scales: .01 is small effect size, .06 is medium effect size, and .14 is large effect size. 
For research question 3, a two-way ANOVA was conducted to measure if  a 
statistically significant difference existed in faculty perceived job satisfaction between 
U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members who were mentored and those who were 
not mentored. This allowed the researcher in the study to test the effect of each 
individual factor and both factors collectively. Two-way ANOVA allowed the 
researcher in the study to identify whether the two individual factors were operating 
independently of one another or collectively as a group to produce additional 
information about the impact of the individual factors (Lomax, 2007). Also, two-way 
ANOVA helped to reduce the error variation that was not explained by the first factor. 
By using the second factor, it provided a more precise estimate of error variance 
(Lomax, 2007). The effect size for a statistically significant two-way ANOVA was 
interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) eta-squared, η2 scales: .01 is small effect size, .06 is 
medium effect size, and .14 is large effect size. 
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For research question 4, the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, 
also known as Pearson r, was conducted to determine if a relationship existed between 
self-esteem and job satisfaction of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty. The effect size 
for any statistically significant Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients was 
interpreted by Cohen’s (1988) q scales: .10 as a weak effect, .30 as a moderate effect, 
and .50 as a strong effect. 
For research question 5, multiple regression was used to analyze the data. 
Previous research shows that self-esteem and mentoring have an impact on faculty job 
satisfaction (Ahmed, 2012; Bland, Taylor, Shollen, Weber-Main, & Mulcahy, 2009; 
Kuster, Orth, & Meier, 2013; Trower, 2012); however, there is a lack of research that 
identifies which predictor variable (self-esteem and mentoring) has a stronger effect on 
the criterion variable. Therefore, the researcher in the study entered all predictor 
variables simultaneously to the SPSS Statistical program to determine the effects of the 
predictor variables to the multiple regression equation (Field, 2009; Gall et al., 2007). 
Effect size for any statistically significant multiple regression was interpreted by 
Cohen’s (1988) R2 scale: .01 is small effect size, .06 is medium effect size, and .14 is 
large effect size. 
 For research question 6, the responses of the participants were organized and 
exported to an Excel document for data analysis. The initial step of the analysis process 
was to read the participants’ responses several times to become familiar with the data. 
Then, the researcher in the study tried to capture the most representative statements that 
described the participants’ perceptions of mentoring. An inductive content analysis was 
used to analyze the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In the comparing and contrasting 
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process of the inductive content analysis, four themes were identified from the data. The 
researcher in the study reviewed to make sure they were consistent to the themes and he 
has exhausted all data reduction process. In the end, the researcher managed to reduce 
the responses to three major themes. The researcher in the study reviewed the inductive 
content analysis process again to make sure those three themes truly represented the 
responses of the participants. 
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Chapter 4: Results  
Introduction  
 This chapter presents the results of the study. The purpose of this quantitative 
study was to explore the relationship among self-esteem, mentoring, and job satisfaction 
of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty. In addition, the study also sought to identify the 
mean differences in faculty members’ job satisfaction based on country of origin, 
marital status, faculty ranking, and tenure status. To achieve these purposes, six 
research questions and five hypotheses were formulated to guide the study. Analytical 
techniques including independent sample t-test, one-way analysis of variance, two-way 
analysis of variance, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, and multiple 
regression were used to investigate the different hypotheses and the results are 
presented in tabular and narrative form in this chapter. The first part of the chapter 
describes the demographic characteristics of the participants using descriptive statistics 
(frequency and percentage). The second part of the chapter provides results and 
information related to the variables associated with the study. 
Descriptive Statistics 
 In the first section of the survey, 12 questions were administered to gather the 
participants’ demographic information. A total of 4,641 surveys were sent out to the 
prospective participants; 553 participants volunteered to participate in the study and 7 
participants declined to participate in the study. However, due to missing data issue, 72 
surveys were removed from the study. In the end, a total of 481 survey responses were 
used for data analysis, which was a 10% response rate of the total surveys that were sent 
out.  
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 The participant sample (n = 481) consisted of 291 males (60.5%) and 190 
females (39.5 %); 352 (73.2%) of them were born in the U.S. and 127 (26.4%) of them 
were born outside the U.S. A total of 378 (78.6%) participants classified themselves as 
White, followed by 62 (12.9%) Asian or Pacific Islander, 16 (3.3%) Black or African 
American, 9 (1.9%) Non-White, Hispanic or Latino, 2 (0.4%) American Indian or 
Alaska Native, and 12 (2.5%) participants classified as other races.  
In terms of marital status, 43 (8.9%) participants reported to be single, 406 
(84.4%) were married or in domestic partnership, 6 (1.2%) were widowed, 1 (0.2%) 
was separated, and 24 (5%) were divorced. When participants were asked about the 
number of children that they had. Out of the 481 participants, 124 (25.8%) did not have 
any children, 69 (14.3%) had a child, 188 (37.4%) had two children, 60 (12.5%) had 
three children, 25 (5.2%) had four children, 10 (2.1%) had five children, 3 (0.6%) had 
six children, and 2 (0.4%) had seven children.  
 Participants were asked to identify the country where they received their 
academic doctorate or graduate degree. A total of 455 (94.6%) reported that they 
received their academic doctorate or graduate degree from the U.S. and 26 (5.4%) 
received their doctorate or graduate degree from other countries. 
Participants were asked to identify the type of institution where they were 
employed. Out of the 481 participants, 216 (44.9%) were employed in public research 
universities with very high research activity, 128 (26.6%) were employed in public 
research universities with high research activity, 87 (18.1%) were employed in private 
research universities with very high research activity, and 49 (10.2%) were employed in 
private research universities with high research activity. A total of 148 (30.8%) 
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participants reported that they were on the tenure-track position, 276 (57.4%) were 
tenured, 33 (6.9%) were on renewable term position, and 24 (5%) were holding clinical 
or research position without tenure. Out of 481 participants, 190 (39.5%) identified as 
professor, 147 (30.6%) were identified as associate professor, 130 (27%) identified as 
assistant professor, and 12 (2.5%) identified as instructor. A summary of the 
demographic data is presented in Table 5. 
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for the Demographic and Characteristics of U.S.-Born 
and Foreign-Born Faculty in U.S. Institutions 
Variable   n % 
    Sex    
   Male  291 60.5 
   Female  190 39.5 
    
Birth place    
   United States  352 73.2 
 
   Outside the U.S.  127 26.4 
       
Race    
   White  378 78.6 
   Asian or Pacific Islander  62 12.9 
   Black or African American  16 3.3 
   Non-White, Hispanic or Latino  9 1.9 
   American Indian or Alaska Native 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
 
 2 0.4 
   Other 
 
 12 2.5 
    
Marital status    
  Single  43 8.9 
   Married or Domestic Partnership  406 84.4 
  Widowed  6 1.2 
   Separated  1 0.2 
  Divorced  24 5.0 
    
Children    
   0  124 25.8 
   1  69 14.3 
   2  180 37.4 
   3  60 12.5 
  4  25 5.2 
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Table 5. continued    
  Variable   n % 
   5  10 2.1 
   6  3 0.6 
   7  2 0.4 
    
Country received academic doctorate/graduate degree   
   United States  455 94.6 
   Other country  26 5.4 
    
Type of institution employed    
   Public – Research university with very high research activity 216 44.9 
   Public – Research university with high research activity 128 26.6 
   Private – Research university with very high research activity 87 18.1 
   Private – Research university with high research activity 49 10.2 
   Other  1 0.5 
    
Faculty position    
   Tenure track  148 30.8 
   Tenured  276 57.4 
   Renewable term  33 6.9 
   Clinical or research position without tenure 24 5.0 
    
Academic rank    
   Professor  190 39.5 
   Associate professor  147 30.6 
   Assistant professor  130 27.0 
   Instructor  12 2.5 
    
Note. n = 481. 
Prior to analysis, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the Job Satisfaction Scale, 
Mentorship Effectiveness Scale, and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Table 6 shows the 
Cronbach’s alpha values for all three scales and the subscales of Job Satisfaction Scale. 
Previous research has suggested the following rules of thumb for Cronbach’s alpha 
values: > .90 = Excellent, .81 - .90 = Good, .71 - .80 = Acceptable, .61 - .70 = 
Questionable,  .50 - .60 = Poor, and < .50 = Unacceptable (George & Mallery, 2003; 
Gliem & Gliem, 2003). The alpha coefficients for Job Satisfaction Scale ( .944), 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale ( .855), and Mentorship Effectiveness Scale ( .957) 
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suggest that the items that were used to measure the three different constructs have 
relatively high internal consistency. Among all alpha coefficients for job satisfaction 
subscales, the Cronbach’s alpha value for supervision ( .908) shows that the 4 items that 
were used to measure supervision have relatively high internal consistency. On the 
other hand, the Cronbach’s alpha value for operating procedures ( .658) shows that the 4 
items used to measure operating procedures have relatively a week internal consistency. 
Table 6. Cronbach’s Alpha for Job Satisfaction Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, 
and Mentorship Effectiveness Scale 
Scale/Subscale Number of items  Cronbach’s alpha 
   Job Satisfaction Scale 36 .944 
   Pay 4 .833 
   Promotion 4 .721 
   Supervision 4 .908 
   Operating procedures 4 .658 
   Contingent rewards 4 .817 
   Fringe benefits 4 .813 
   Co-workers 4 .798 
   Nature of work 4 .827 
   Communication 4 .767 
   
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 10 .855 
   
Mentorship Effectiveness 12 .957 
   Note. Crobach’s alpha values were examined based on the following: > .90 = 
Excellent, .81 - .90 = Good, .71 - .80 = Acceptable, .61 - .70 = Questionable, .50 - .60 = 
Poor, and < .50 = Unacceptable (George & Mallery, 2003; Gliem & Gliem, 2003) 
 
Study Findings 
 The following section provides the results of the data analysis. The findings of 
the study are presented based on six research questions and five hypotheses.  
1. Was there a difference between U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ perceived job satisfaction? 
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H1: U.S.-born faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction was different from 
that of the foreign-born faculty members. 
Prior to the analysis, a summary of the means, standard deviations, and 
satisfaction level for the Job Satisfaction Scale and subscales are presented in Table 7.  
Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of the Subscales and Overall Job Satisfaction 
for All Participants 
Subscale/Scale n Mean SD Satisfaction 
Pay 481 3.81 1.23 Ambivalent 
Promotion 481 
 
4.19 1.08 Satisfied 
Supervision 481 4.90 1.27 Satisfied 
Operating Procedures 481 3.93 1.03 Ambivalent 
Contingent Rewards 481 4.09 1.21 Satisfied 
Fringe Benefits 481 3.90 1.26 Ambivalent 
Co-workers 481 4.63 1.06 Satisfied 
Nature of Work 481 5.04 0.90 Satisfied 
Communication 481 4.39 1.11 Satisfied 
     
Job Satisfaction Scale 481 4.32 0.83 Satisfied 
Note. The Job Satisfaction Scale and subscales’ scores can be interpreted using the 
scales: 1.00 – 2.99 = Dissatisfied, 3.00 – 3.99 = Ambivalent, and 4.00 – 6.00 = Satisfied. 
 
Job Satisfaction Subscales and Scale 
 The Job Satisfaction Scale and subscales’ scores can be interpreted using the 
following scales: 1.00 – 2.99 = Dissatisfied, 3.00 – 3.99 = Ambivalent, and 4.00 – 6.00 
= Satisfied. The results showed that 6 out of the 9 subscales had achieved “satisfied” 
level whereas the other 3 subscales (i.e., pay, operating procedures, and fringe benefits) 
were ambivalent. Among all 9 subscales, the nature of work of a faculty position had 
the highest satisfactory level (M = 5.04, SD = .90), followed by supervision (M = 4.90, 
SD = 1.27), and co-workers (M = 4.63, SD = 1.06). On the other hand, the pay subscale 
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(M = 3.81, SD = 1.23), fringe benefits (M = 3.90, SD = 1.26), and operating procedures 
(M = 3.93, SD = 1.03) were all in ambivalent status. The overall Job Satisfaction Scale 
achieved a satisfactory status (M = 4.32, SD = 0.80), indicating that the U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members were satisfied with their job.   
An independent sample t-test was used to test hypothesis 1. Prior to analysis, the 
assumptions of independent sample t-test were examined and the assumptions were met. 
The homogeneity of variance was examined with Levene’s test and was found not 
significant for U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members; therefore, equal variances 
were assumed for U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members. The result showed that 
there was not a statistically significant difference between U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction, t (477) = -.186, p = .853 (see Table 8). The 
effect size was interpreted using Cohen’s d (1988) with the following scale: .20 is a 
small effect size, .50 is a medium effect size, and .80 is a large effect size. An effect 
size of - .0189 indicated a very small effect size. 
Table 8. Independent Sample t-Test for U.S.-Born and Foreign-Born Faculty Members’ 
Job Satisfaction 
 U.S.- Born Foreign-Born   
Variable M SD M SD t (477) p 
Job Satisfaction 4.3149 .81569 4.3309 .87283 - .186 .853 
Note. Equal variances assumed are reported. 
2. Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members based on marital status, faculty ranking, 
and tenure status? 
H2a: U.S.-born faculty members who were married and foreign-born faculty 
members who were married will have higher job satisfaction than either U.S.-
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born faculty members who were single or foreign-born faculty members who 
were single. 
Prior to the analysis, the means and standard deviations for the marital status and 
overall job satisfaction of faculty members are presented in Table 9.   
Table 9. Means and Standard Deviations for the Marital Status and Overall Job 
Satisfaction of U.S.-Born and Foreign-Born Faculty Members 
Variable n M SD 
Single    
   U.S.-born 31 4.0311 .82117 
   Foreign-born 12 4.2778 .84079 
    
Married or Domestic Partnership    
    U.S.-born 293 4.3507 .80614 
    Foreign-born 111 4.3277 .88877 
 
 
   
Widowed    
    U.S.-born 5 3.5671 .95871 
    Foreign-born 1 3.8333 - 
    
Separated    
    U.S.-born 1 3.4444 - 
    
Divorced    
    U.S.-born 21 4.4175 .79614 
    Foreign-born 3 4.8241 .39512 
    Note. n = 478 
A two-way ANOVA was used to test hypothesis 2a. The assumptions of two-
way ANOVA analysis and the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance were met. The 
result showed that the interaction between the U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ marital status on job satisfaction was not statistically significant, F (3, 469) 
= .504, p = .680. In addition, the perceived job satisfaction by faculty members’ country 
of origin (U.S.-born or foreign-born) was not statistically significant, F (1, 469) = .686, 
p = .408, indicating there was no difference in job satisfaction by faculty members’ 
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country of origin. Also, the job satisfaction by marital status was not statistically 
significant, F (4, 469) = 1.378, p = .240. This indicated that there was no difference in 
job satisfaction by marital status. Effect size for any statistically significant two-way 
ANOVAs was interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) eta-squared, η2 scales: .01 is small 
effect size, .06 is medium effect size, and .14 is large effect size. An eta-squared, η2 
of .023 indicated that it was a small effect size. A summary of two-way ANOVA for the 
interaction between faculty members’ country of origin, marital status, and job 
satisfaction are presented in Table 10.  
Table 10. Summary of Two-way ANOVA Results for the Interaction between Faculty 
Members’ Country of Origin, Marital Status and Job Satisfaction 
Source df F p 
Country of origin a  1 .686 .408 
Marital status 4 1.378 .240 
Country of origin x Marital status 3 .504 .680 
aCountry of origin refers to U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members. 
In conclusion, no difference was found between U.S.-born faculty members who 
were married and U.S.-born faculty members who were single. Also, there was not a 
statistically significant difference between foreign-born faculty members who were 
married and foreign-born faculty members who were single. As a result, the hypothesis 
was rejected. 
H2b: Higher-ranked U.S.-born faculty members and higher-ranked foreign-born 
faculty members would be more satisfied than either lower-ranked U.S.-born or 
foreign-born faculty members. 
Prior to the analysis, a summary of the means and standard deviations for faculty 
ranking and overall job satisfaction of faculty members are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11. Means and Standard Deviations for Faculty Ranking and Overall Job 
Satisfaction of U.S.-Born and Foreign-Born Faculty Members 
Variable n M SD 
Professor 190 4.3498 .81363 
Associate Professor 147 4.1840 .84291 
Assistant Professor 130 4.4220 .81057 
Instructor 12 4.3699 .82410 
Note. n = 479 
A two-way ANOVA was used to test hypothesis 2b. The assumptions of two-
way ANOVA analysis and the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances were met. The 
result showed that there was not a statistically significant difference on the interaction 
between faculty members’ country of origin (U.S.-born or foreign-born) and faculty 
ranking, F (3, 469) = 1.342, p = .260. In addition, the result on job satisfaction by 
faculty members’ country of origin was not statistically significant, F (1, 469) = 1.352, 
p = .245, which indicated that there was no difference on job satisfaction by U.S.-born 
and foreign-born faculty members. Also, the job satisfaction by faculty ranking, F (3, 
469) = .944, p = .419, was not statistically significant, indicating there was no 
difference on job satisfaction by faculty ranking. Effect size for a statistically significant 
one-way ANOVA was interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) eta-squared, η2 scales: .01 is 
small effect size, .06 is medium effect size, and .14 is large effect size. An eta-squared, 
η2 of .021 indicated that it was a small effect size. A summary of two-way ANOVA for 
the interaction between faculty members’ country of origin, faculty ranking, and job 
satisfaction are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12. Summary of Two-way ANOVA Results for the Interaction between Faculty 
Members’ Country of Origin, Faculty Ranking and Job Satisfaction 
Source df F p 
Country of origin a  1 1.352 .245 
Faculty ranking 3 .944 .419 
Country of origin x Faculty ranking 3 1.342 .260 
aCountry of origin refers to U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members. 
In summary, there was not a statistically significant difference between higher-
ranked U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members compared to lower-ranked U.S.-
born or foreign-born faculty members. Therefore, the hypothesis was rejected. 
H2c: U.S.-born tenured faculty members and foreign-born tenured faculty 
members would have higher job satisfaction than either U.S.-born or foreign-
born non-tenured faculty members. 
 Prior to the analysis, a summary of the means and standard deviations for tenure 
status and overall job satisfaction of faculty members are presented in Table 13.  
Table 13. Means and Standard Deviations for Tenure Status and Overall Job 
Satisfaction of U.S.-Born and Foreign-Born Faculty Members 
Variable n M SD 
U.S.-born    
    Tenure track 97 4.3806 .76383 
    Tenured 209 4.2380 .83790 
    Renewable term 31 4.5132 .85369 
    Clinical/research position without tenure 15 4.5506 .65041 
    
Foreign-born    
    Tenure track 49 4.3503 1.01363 
    Tenured 67 4.4028 .77542 
    Renewable term 2 3.2361 .41248 
    Clinical/research position without tenure 9 3.9327 .57349 
    Note. n = 479.  
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A two-way ANOVA was used to test hypothesis 2c. The assumptions of two-way 
ANOVA analysis and the Levene’s statistic of homogeneity of variances were met.   
The result showed that the interaction between faculty members’ country of origin 
(U.S.-born or foreign-born) and faculty tenure status was statistically significant, F (3, 
471) = 3.219, p = .023. In addition, the two-way ANOVA analysis showed that there 
was a statistically significant difference on faculty members’ country of origin (U.S.-
born or foreign-born), F (1, 471) = 5.968, p = .015. However, the result also showed 
that job satisfaction by faculty tenure status was not statistically significant, F (3, 471) 
= .925, p = .428, which indicated that there was not a difference in job satisfaction by 
faculty tenure status. Effect size for any statistically significant two-way ANOVAs was 
interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) eta-squared, η2 scales: .01 is small effect size, .06 is 
medium effect size, and .14 is large effect size. An eta-squared, η2 of .024 indicated that 
it was a small effect size. 
 The researcher in the study used the simple main effect analysis to identify if 
there was any statistical mean difference in job satisfaction between faculty tenure 
status (i.e., tenured and non-tenured) and faculty members’ country of origin (U.S.-born 
or foreign-born). The result showed that there was not a statistically significant mean 
difference between tenured and non-tenured faculty members in their perceived job 
satisfaction regardless they were U.S.-born (p > .05) or foreign-born (p > .05). However, 
the result showed that the interaction between faculty members’ country of origin (U.S.-
born or foreign-born) and faculty tenure status was statistically significant. A summary 
of two-way ANOVA for the interaction between faculty members’ country of origin, 
tenure status, and job satisfaction are presented in Table 14. 
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Table 14. Summary of Two-way ANOVA results of the Interaction between Faculty 
Members’ Country of Origin, Tenure Status, and Job Satisfaction 
Source df F p 
Country of origin  1 5.968 .015* 
Tenure status 3 .925 .428                   
 Country of origin x Tenure status 3 3.219 .023* 
Note. *p < .05. 
In conclusion, there was not a statistically significant difference on job 
satisfaction between U.S.-born and foreign-born tenured faculty members and U.S.-
born and foreign-born non-tenured faculty members. Therefore, the hypothesis was 
rejected. 
3. Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members who were mentored and not mentored?  
H3: U.S.-born faculty members who were mentored and foreign-born faculty 
member who were mentored would possess a higher level of job satisfaction 
than either non-mentored U.S.-born or foreign-born faculty members. 
A two-way ANOVA was used to test hypothesis 3. The assumptions of two-way 
ANOVA analysis and the Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances were met. The 
result showed that the interaction between faculty members’ country of origin (U.S.-
born or foreign-born) and mentoring status was not statistically significant, F (1, 474) 
= .004, p = .950. The result on job satisfaction by faculty members’ country of origin 
was not statistically significant, F (1, 474) = .000, p = .990, which indicated that there 
was not a statistically significant difference on job satisfaction by faculty member’s 
country of origin. However, the job satisfaction by faculty mentoring status was 
statistically significant, F (1, 474) = 10.979, p = .001, which indicated that there was a 
	   83 
statistically significant difference on job satisfaction by faculty mentoring status.  Effect 
size for a statistically significant two-way ANOVA was interpreted using Cohen’s 
(1988) eta-squared, η2 scales: .01 is small effect size, .06 is medium effect size, and .14 
is large effect size. An eta-squared, η2 of .028 indicated that it was a small effect size. A 
summary of two-way ANOVA for the interaction between faculty members’ country of 
origin, mentoring status, and job satisfaction are presented in Table 15. 
Table 15. Summary of Two-way ANOVA results for the Interaction between Faculty 
Members’ Country of Origin, Mentoring Status, and Job Satisfaction 
Source df F p 
Country of origin  1 .000 .990 
Mentoring status 1 10.979 .001*                   
 Country of origin x Mentoring status 1 .004 .950 
Note. *p < .05. 
In conclusion, there was a statistically significant difference for U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members who were mentored compared to U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members who were not mentored. Therefore, the hypothesis was accepted. 
4. Was there a relationship between self-esteem and job satisfaction of 
U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions?  
H4: U.S.-born faculty members who had high self-esteem and foreign-born 
faculty members who had high self-esteem would have higher job satisfaction 
than either U.S.-born or foreign-born faculty members who had low self-esteem. 
Pearson product-moment correlation was conducted to determine if there was a 
statistically significant relationship between self-esteem and job satisfaction. Prior to 
analysis, the assumptions of a Pearson product-moment correlation were examined, but 
the assumptions were not met. The self-esteem variable was negatively skewed; as a 
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result, Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient, instead of the Pearson product-moment 
correlation, was utilized to analyze the relationship between self-esteem and job 
satisfaction of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members. The correlation between 
self-esteem and job satisfaction was statistically significant, r = .211, p < .001 on a one-
tailed test, indicating that as self-esteem increases, job satisfaction increases as well.  
The Davis’s descriptors of effect size were used to interpret the effect size: .01 - .09 = 
negligible association, .10 - .29 = low association, .30 - .49 = moderate association, .50 
- .69 = substantial association, and .70 or higher = very strong association (Davis, 1971; 
Verret, 2011). A correlation of .211 indicated a low association between self-esteem 
and job satisfaction variables. 
5. Did self-esteem and mentoring affect job satisfaction of U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members in the U.S. institutions?  
H5: U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members who had high self-esteem and 
mentored would have a higher job satisfaction in U.S. institutions. 
Multiple regression statistics was executed to determine the effect of self-esteem 
and mentoring on faculty members’ job satisfaction. Self-esteem and mentoring were 
used as independent predictor variables while job satisfaction of faculty members 
served as the dependent criterion variable.  
The result of the analysis showed that the self-esteem and mentoring variables as 
a set accounted for approximately 16.1% of the variance as noted by the regression 
coefficient (R2 = .161) in faculty job satisfaction. The test of regression coefficient was 
statistically significant for the model, F (2, 231) = 21.997, p < .001. The results are 
presented in Table 16. 
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Table 16. Multiple Regression Model for Self-Esteem and Mentoring as Predictors of 
Faculty Members’ Job Satisfaction 












df1 df2 Sig F 
change 
1 .401a .161 .154 .70513 .161 21.997 2 229 .000* 
Note. aPredictors: (Constant), Mentoring, Self-Esteem;  
Dependent Variable: Overall Job Satisfaction 
 *p < .05. 
 
The relative contribution of the predictors can be determined by the size of the 
standard regression coefficients. The mentoring variable was a stronger predictor (β 
= .374, t (231) = 5.765, p < .001) compared to the self-esteem variable (β = .063, t (231) 
= .976, p = .330). In addition, mentoring has a stronger magnitude impact in predicting 
faculty members’ job satisfaction. Based on the unstandardized coefficient, β value, it 
showed that as self-esteem increased by one unit, faculty members’ job satisfaction 
increased by 0.104 units. Also, as mentoring increased by one unit, faculty members’ 
job satisfaction increased by 0.280 units. A summary of the multiple regression results 
is presented in Table 17. 







Variable β SE  β t p 
Constant 2.714 .374  7.258 .000* 
Self-esteem .104 .107 .063 .976 .330 
Mentoring .280 .049 .374 5.765 .000* 
Note. Dependent Variable: Overall Job Satisfaction; *p < .05. 
A Spearman’s rho correlation analysis was performed to examine the correlation 
of self-esteem and mentoring variables. According to Davis’s (1971) effect size 
descriptors, the result showed that the self-esteem variable and mentoring variable were 
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moderately correlated, r = .397, p < .001 on a one-tailed test, indicating that as self-
esteem increases, mentoring increases as well. 
The overall conclusion regarding the influence of self-esteem and mentoring 
variables on faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction that was based on the multiple 
regression results and observed p-value (t (231) = 7.258, p < .001) supported the 
hypothesis. 
6. How did mentoring affect U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty job 
satisfaction?  
A total of 235 participants expressed that they were mentored in the last five 
years and 254 participants expressed that they were not mentored in the last five years. 
Two hundred and eighteen participants out of 235 participants who were mentored in 
the last few years indicated that mentoring had little to a lot of influences on their job 
satisfaction and 13 participants shared that mentoring had no effect on their job 
satisfaction. In regards to the type of mentoring that the participants received in the last 
five years, 16 participants indicated that they had formal mentoring, 125 participants 
indicated that they had informal mentoring, and 87 participants indicated that they had a 
mixed of formal and informal mentoring. Then, the participants were asked an open-
ended question: “How do you perceive that mentoring has influenced your job 
satisfaction?” One hundred and forty five responses were compiled and the data was 
analyzed to develop common themes. However, only 95 responses were used to answer 
the question. The other 50 responses were removed from the analysis due to broad and 
general responses. The participants who were mentored in the last five years had 
different experiences and perspectives about mentoring and the role of mentoring on 
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faculty job satisfaction. A few participants expressed that mentoring was not useful to 
them because their mentors were either too busy to meet with them or their mentors 
were not helpful to them. For example, a participant stated, “My mentor did not provide 
any advice and was largely inaccessible.” Another participant shared “He is really really 
[sic] busy and doesn’t have time to do much mentoring.” Despite the negative 
experiences that some faculty members experienced with their mentors, the data showed 
positive benefits and outcomes with faculty mentoring. For example, a participant 
shared “… I feel very blessed and would love to pass on these experiences to other 
junior colleagues what I’ve benefited over the years.” The data also showed that three 
themes emerged from the 95 responses: support, advice, and career growth. Table 18 is 
a summary of mentored faculty members’ responses on the role of mentoring, followed 
by a description and narrative examples of each response.  
Table 18. Summary of Mentored Faculty Members’ Reponses on the Role of Mentoring 
Category n % 
Support 53 55.8 
Advice 21 22.1 
Career growth 21 22.1 
Note. n = 95 
Support  
Faculty support was important and beneficial to many faculty members, 
especially new or junior faculty members. The majority of the participants felt that their 
mentors had done well in providing physical, mental, and emotional support to them. 
For example, a participant shared “I just recently gained my mentor. I was very lonely 
and lost in the department until then.” The second participant shared “It were not for 
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this informal mentoring relationship I would have left my job.” Another participant 
shared “Encourages me not to give up and to focus on what will get me tenure, how not 
to get distracted. Makes me feel like I can do this.” Moreover, several participants felt 
that mentoring had played an important role with their transition to an academic career. 
For example, a participant shared “Mentoring can significantly assist new professors or 
those in a new position.” Another participant shared “I have several mentor [sic] that 
have assisted me in making the transition from industry to academia.” In addition, 
participants felt their mentors had helped them to network and socialize with other 
faculty members in their institution. For example, a participant shared “ My mentor has 
greatly contributed to my satisfaction by helping me over the rough patched and helping 
me develop my network of teaching and research colleagues.” The second participant 
shared that their mentor “Has helped me feel connected to the department.”  
Advice 
 Besides the support component, the participants found that their mentors had 
provided useful advice to them professionally. For example, the first participant shared  
“My mentor has helped me navigate some of the departmental and university policies 
that were a little unclear at first.” The second participants shared “At my stage of career 
I continue to seek mentors (informal) [sic] We all can use them regardless of stage of 
career they provide great advice and inspiration.” The third participant shared “Mentors 
have provided great career advice over the years.” The last participant shared  
“Mentoring enable [sic] me to feel secure and to make decisions with confidence. It 
helped me to give me direction at times.” In addition, the participants thought their 
mentors had also done well in providing scholarship and career advice to their protégés. 
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For example, a participant shared “My mentor suggests research studies I could do and 
experiences I should take advantage of.” The second participant shared “Guidance by 
my mentor is very clear and there are a lot of opportunities here for research and 
administrative advancement due to her guidance.” The last participant shared “I have a 
wonderful mentor who I can talk to and trust for advice in every area of my professional 
growth. He has contributed immensely to where I am as a scholar, which influences my 
satisfaction in feeling like I have a support system.”  
Career Growth 
  Twenty-one participants expressed that their mentors had provided them 
valuable guidance, support, and resources to excel and advance in their career. For 
example, “Mentoring during my doctorate program and currently as an assistant 
professor has provided me essential tools to succeed in my career, as well as provide 
appropriate mentoring and tutoring to my students.” Another participant stated, “My 
mentor has trained me to succeed in the institution: she has asked me to assume roles 
and responsibilities necessary to succeed in a career in higher education.” The third 
participant shared “Even as a senior faculty my mentor still looks for opportunities for 
me to excel and advance in the university. The last participant shared “My mentor 
helped me to strive to leave my first faculty job rather than become complacent. They 
were willing to review my CV and cover letters as well as write rec letters [sic] for me. 
They reminded me that I was not living up to my potential and that my formr [sic] 
institution would make my work mediocre.” 
A total of 197 (81.7%) out of 243 participants who had not been mentored in the 
last five years indicated that mentoring could have little to a lot of influences on their 
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job satisfaction. Participants were also asked a similar open-ended question: “How do 
you perceive that mentoring can influence your job satisfaction?” One hundred and 
seventy seven participants responded to the open-ended question. Data was compiled 
and categorized according to common themes. Seventy (39.59%) out of 177 responses 
indicated that mentoring did not influence their job satisfaction due to their faculty 
ranking or their disbelief in mentoring affecting job satisfaction. A total of 34 (19.2%) 
responses were unusable due to broad and general answers. Three themes emerged from 
73 responses: “advice”, “support”, and “career growth.” Table 19 is a summary of non-
mentored faculty members’ responses on the role of mentoring, followed by a 
description and narrative examples of each response. 
Table 19. Summary of Non-Mentored Faculty Members’ Reponses on the Role of 
Mentoring 
Category n % 
Advice 30 41.1 
Support 27 37.0 
Career growth 16 21.9 
Note. n = 73 
Advice  
 The majority of the non-mentored participants perceived that mentors could 
provide more professional advice to faculty members. For example, a participant shared 
“Mentoring comes from many different places: colleagues, friends, family. Each has a 
different perspective and provides valuable insight.” The second participant expressed  
“Mentoring can give one a sense of how the system works, what is needed to get ahead, 
and who can be a help to hindrance to you.” Another participant shared “I may learn 
some strategies for working more efficiently or incorporating new methods into 
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teaching.” The last participant stated, “It would provide some fresh or alternate ideas to 
attack problems or move forward.” 
Support 
Similar to the participants who were mentored, the non-mentored participants 
also identified mentoring could provide a support system to faculty members. For 
example, a participant stated, “For new faculty, understanding what is needed to obtain 
tenure is very helpful. Helping write grants, understand department politics, etc, [sic] is 
very important and a mentor can help with this.” The second participant shared 
“Mentoring happens in many ways and it is often helpful… It is good to have helpful 
coworkers who help one another.” The third participant, who was a mentor, shared “…I 
would say that mentoring can influence job satisfaction by giving the mentee more 
supportive guidance, which can contribute to productivity and confidence – to the 
ability to do research and teaching well.” The last participant indicated “Mentoring 
would help affirm the choices I make and ensure I consider all possibilities, providing a 
greater sense of surety and hence satisfaction with what I do.” 
Career Growth 
Besides receiving advice and support from the mentors, the participants believed 
that mentoring could also help them with academic career growth. For example, a 
participant shared “Real mentoring could help as I pursue tenure…what to focus on and 
how to divide my time…also how to plan research projects.” Another participant shared 
“…having a mentor early on would have been a helpful foundation and likely would 
have saved me time and effort in duplicating work that has already been done.” The 
third participant stated, “It would have been nice to have someone who REALLY [sic] 
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cared about my progress and helped me get ahead.”           
Summary 
 This chapter provided analyses of the survey data and presentation of the results. 
A summary of the demographic characteristics of the participants was presented at the 
beginning of the chapter. The data collected from 481 U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty members were used for data analysis and the result for each research question 
was presented in the latter part of the chapter. The results showed that there were not 
statistically significant differences between faculty members’ job satisfaction by 
country of origin, marital status, faculty ranking, and tenure status; however, there was 
a statistical significant difference on U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job 
satisfaction by mentoring status. The correlation between U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty members’ self-esteem and job satisfaction was statistically significant despite 
the low association relationship between the self-esteem and job satisfaction variables. 
When mentoring and self-esteem variables were used as predicting variables for job 
satisfaction, the results showed that self-esteem and mentoring were strong predicting 
variables for job satisfaction.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 
 This chapter includes an overview of the purpose of the study, a review of the 
research questions and analysis techniques used to perform data analysis, a discussion 
of findings and relevant literature, a discussion of the limitations and implications of the 
study, followed by recommendations for future research. 
The purpose of this study was to compare the U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty 
members’ job satisfaction in research universities with very high (RU/VH) or high 
(RU/H) research activity based on the selected variables: country of origin, marital 
status, faculty ranking, tenure status, and mentoring status. In addition, the study sought 
to explore the relationship among mentoring, self-esteem, and job satisfaction of U.S.-
born and foreign-born faculty members. To fulfill these goals, six research questions 
were constructed to guide the study and the research questions for the study were: 
1. Was there a difference between U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ 
perceived job satisfaction? 
2. Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members based on marital status, faculty ranking, and tenure 
status? 
3. Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members who were mentored and not mentored? 
4. Was there a relationship between self-esteem and job satisfaction of U.S.-
born and foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions?  
5. Did self-esteem and mentoring affect job satisfaction of U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions?  
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6. How did mentoring affect U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty job 
satisfaction? 
A quantitative study was designed using Spector’s (1985) Job Satisfaction Scale, 
Berk’s et al. (2005) Mentorship Effectiveness Scale, and Rosenberg’s (1965) 
Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale. In addition, a demographic survey was incorporated in 
the survey to understand the characteristics of the participants. Four types of statistical 
techniques (i.e., independent t-test, two-way ANOVA, Spearman’s rho correlation, and 
multiple regression) were used with data analysis. Findings were also supported or 
clarified by information collected from the open-ended questions in the survey. 
Discussion 
Research Question 1: Was there a difference between U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction? 
H1: U.S.-born faculty members’ perceived job satisfaction was different from 
that of the foreign-born faculty members. 
The result from the independent t-test indicated that there was not a statistically 
significant difference between U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members in RU/VH 
and RU/H. The literature has indicated that foreign-born faculty members tend to 
encounter more challenges in climbing the academic ladder, such as obtaining a work 
visa (H1B), communication barriers, and adjustment issues that could hinder their 
performance and productivity (Alberts, 2008; Collins, 2008; Marvasti, 2005; Sabharwal 
& Corley, 2009), and negatively affect their job satisfaction. However, the findings 
showed that foreign-born faculty members in RU/VH and RU/H experienced a similar 
level of job satisfaction as their U.S.-born colleagues despite all the obstacles they had 
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to go through climbing the academic ladder. The researcher in the study acknowledges 
that the result of the study could be skewed because of the demographic representation 
in the study. Ninety point six percent of the foreign-born faculty members that 
participated in the study had resided in the U.S. for 10 years or longer. This group of 
foreign-born faculty members would have a very different experience and level of job 
satisfaction compared to those foreign-born faculty members who were new to U.S. 
higher education because the initial group of foreign-born faculty members would have 
assimilated to the U.S. higher education cultures and norms, which could be key factors 
in determining faculty job satisfaction. The literature showed that the years of faculty 
experience could affect faculty job satisfaction (Gruneberg, 1979; Bedeian, Ferris, & 
Kacmar, 1992). In addition, having a large percentage of foreign-born faculty members 
who were tenured and held a higher faculty ranking (i.e., professor or associate 
professor) could have affected the results of the study. The literature indicated that 
tenured faculty members and faculty members with higher faculty rankings are more 
satisfied with their job (Adkins, Werbel, & Fahr, 2001; Bender & Heywood, 2006; 
Oshagbemi, 1997; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006; Tack & Patitu, 1992). 
The researcher in the study also acknowledges that 78.6% of the participants 
were White faculty members, followed by 12.9% Asian/Pacific Islander, 3.3% Black, 
1.9% Non-White Hispanic/Latino, and 0.4% American Indian/Alaska Native. This 
shows that the job satisfaction results are more likely to be skewed because of the high 
percentage of White faculty members. Past studies revealed that White male faculty 
members are generally more satisfied than the other underrepresented faculty members 
(Antecol & Bedard, 2004; Toutkoushian, Bellas, & Moore, 2007).  
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Research Question 2: Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-
born and foreign-born faculty members based on marital status, faculty ranking, and 
tenure status? 
H2a: U.S.-born faculty members who were married and foreign-born faculty 
members who were married would have higher job satisfaction than either U.S.-
born faculty members who were single or foreign-born faculty members who 
were single. 
 The result of the two-way ANOVA indicated that there was not a statistically 
significant difference in U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction 
between faculty members who were married compared to faculty members who were 
single. Even with all the research that has been done with regard to the effect of marital 
status on faculty members’ job satisfaction, no concrete agreement has been reached on 
this subject. However, most studies indicated that faculty members who are married are 
more satisfied with their job (Cetin, 2006; Hagedorn, 2000; Leung, Siu, & Spector, 
2000). In Leung’s et al. (2000) research, they found that marital status (single) remains 
a significant predictor for psychological distress. The two possible reasons that may 
explain why there was not a statistically significant difference in U.S.-born and foreign-
born faculty members’ job satisfaction between faculty members who were married and 
those who were single are: faculty work environment and their relationship with their 
colleagues. Lacy and Sheehan (1997) found that academic environment has a significant 
influence on self-rate job satisfaction of faculty members. In the same study, they also 
found that faculty members who have established a relationship with their colleagues 
are more satisfied with their job. It is possible that faculty members who participated in 
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the study had found a conducive work environment and supportive colleagues that they 
could work with effectively. 
H2b: Higher-ranked U.S.-born faculty members and higher-ranked foreign-born 
faculty members would be more satisfied than either lower-ranked U.S.-born or 
foreign-born faculty members. 
Previous studies showed that higher-ranked faculty members (e.g. professor or 
associate professor) are more satisfied than their junior faculty members (Adkins, 
Werbel, & Fahr, 2001; Oshagbemi, 1997; Tack & Patitu, 1992); however, in Verret’s 
(2011) study, she found that faculty ranking has no effect on job satisfaction of STEM 
faculty members. The result of this study also showed that there was not a statistically 
significant difference in U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction 
by faculty ranking. The possible explanation of such a result is that the lower-ranked 
U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members enjoyed their faculty work as much as the 
higher-ranked colleagues. Moreover, past literature showed that faculty members, such 
as foreign-born faculty members, who have strong interest in research work, prefer to 
work in research universities with very high or high research activity (Kim et al., 2011; 
Mamiseishvili, 2010). It is likely that the junior faculty members that participated in the 
study were faculty members who had strong research interest and they enjoyed their 
faculty position.  
H2c: U.S.-born tenured faculty members and foreign-born tenured faculty 
members would have higher job satisfaction than either U.S.-born or foreign-
born non-tenured faculty members. 
 Past studies indicated that tenured faculty members are more satisfied than non-
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tenured faculty members (Bender & Heywood, 2006; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006).  
However, the result of this study showed that there was not a statistically significant 
difference in U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty job satisfaction by tenure status, which 
aligns to the findings of Springfield-Scott (2000) and Verret (2011). The possible 
explanation why there was not a statistically significant difference in U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction by tenure status is that non-tenured 
faculty members might have achieved job satisfaction through other outlets, such as 
receiving public recognition for their outstanding teaching or research outputs, being 
mentored by senior faculty members or making impacts in students’ learning and 
development.  
 On the other hand, the result of the study did show a statistically significant 
difference in the interaction of faculty members’ country of origin and tenure status. 
The result indicated that foreign-born faculty members that held a renewable term or 
clinical/research position without tenure were less satisfied than their U.S.-born 
colleagues who were in a similar position. The literature showed that foreign-born 
faculty members are more interested in the research aspect of their job (Lin et al., 2009; 
Marvasti, 2005). The possible explanation that most foreign-born faculty members are 
interested in a tenure-track research faculty position is because they have more 
opportunities to conduct research. Moreover, a tenure-track research position provides 
better long-term career benefits. On the other hand, renewable term faculty positions 
generally do not provide foreign-born faculty members the research opportunities that 
they are seeking in a faculty position because most renewable term faculty positions 
focus on the teaching aspect. Also, foreign-born faculty members could lose their job 
	   99 
easily if the institution chooses not to renew the foreign-born faculty members’ contract 
after their term expires. The result of the study indicated that foreign-born faculty 
members in a clinical/research position without tenure were also less satisfied with their 
job compared to U.S.-born faculty members with a similar position. One possible 
explanation is foreign-born faculty members do not have the same amount of 
opportunities and resources available for them to conduct research compared to a 
tenure-track research position. The other possible explanation is foreign-born faculty 
members do not have the job security that a tenure-track position offers. 
Research Question 3: Was there a difference in job satisfaction between U.S.-
born and foreign-born faculty members who were mentored and not mentored? 
H3: U.S.-born faculty members who were mentored and foreign-born faculty 
member who were mentored would possess a higher level of job satisfaction 
than either non-mentored U.S.-born or foreign-born faculty members. 
 Previous studies showed that mentoring could have positive impacts on faculty 
members, such as boosting their job satisfaction (Lee & del Carmen Montiel, 2011) or 
preparing them for a successful academic career (Turner, Gonzalez & Wood, 2008). In 
Beverly’s (2011) study, he found that mentoring also plays an important role on the 
success and job satisfaction of African American faculty members in U.S. institutions. 
Also, research showed that protégés who meet with their mentors regularly tend to have 
higher job satisfaction with their career and/or academic experience (Ehrich & Hansford, 
1999; Karcher, 2005; Water et al., 2003). The result of this study showed that there was 
a statistically significant difference on mentoring and faculty job satisfaction, which 
aligned to the findings of previous studies. 
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Research Question 4: Was there a relationship between self-esteem and job 
satisfaction of U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions? 
H4: U.S.-born faculty members who had high self-esteem and foreign-born 
faculty members who had high self-esteem would have higher job satisfaction 
than either U.S.-born or foreign-born faculty members who had low self-esteem. 
 The result of this study indicated that the relationship between U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members’ self-esteem and job satisfaction was statistically 
significant. Self-esteem had a low, positive relationship with job satisfaction, indicating 
that as U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members’ self-esteem increased, their job 
satisfaction increased as well. The findings support the self-esteem and job satisfaction 
research that other research scholars had conducted (Ahmed, 2012; Alavi & Askaripur 
2003; DeConinck & Brock, 2011; Kuster, Orth, & Meier, 2013; Orth, Robins, & 
Widaman, 2012).  
Research Question 5: Did self-esteem and mentoring affect job satisfaction of 
U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members in U.S. institutions?  
H5: U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty members who had high self-esteem and 
were mentored would have a higher job satisfaction in U.S. institutions. 
 The result of the analysis indicated that self-esteem and mentoring as a set was a 
significant predictor for faculty job satisfaction, accounting for 15.4% of the variance in 
U.S.-born and foreign-born faculty job satisfaction. The result also indicated that 
mentoring was a stronger predictor for faculty job satisfaction compared to self-esteem. 
The findings are aligned with previous research that focuses on mentoring and job 
satisfaction. It is apparent that mentoring does have significant impacts on U.S.-born 
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and foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction. Grosshans, Poczwardowski, 
Trunnell, and Ransdell (2003) also shared that by having “a better understanding of the 
various phases of mentoring and how they differ across one’s academic career, senior 
faculty members can empower junior faculty members to be more productive careers 
and develop more fulfilling work relationship” (p. 147). Also, Bland and her colleagues 
(2009) found that when mentoring is used for ongoing faculty development, it can help 
institutions to maintain faculty members who are productive, satisfied, and committed 
for their profession (p. 13).                                                  
Research Question 6: How did mentoring affect U.S.-born and foreign-born 
faculty job satisfaction? 
The two open-ended questions that were incorporated in the study were 
designed to help the researcher in the study gain a better understanding of the values of 
mentoring on faculty job satisfaction from the mentored and non-mentored faculty 
members perspectives. The mentored faculty members believed that mentoring played 
an important role in their professional and personal lives. The majority of the mentored 
faculty members who had informal mentoring did have good experiences with their 
mentors. The mentored faculty members agreed that having good faculty support from 
the institution or department was crucial for their development as a faculty member. 
The mentored faculty members believed that their mentors had provided valuable 
information, guidance, and feedback to prepare them to be successful in academia. 
Some areas that their mentors had done well included, but were not limited to, 
providing information on how to adapt to the pre-existing institutional and departmental 
culture, developing protégés’ research skills, involving protégés in grant writing and 
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research projects, and seeking career growth opportunities for their protégés. This aligns 
with Grosshans’s et al. (2003) research. In Grosshans’s et al. (2003) study, they found 
that the mentors in their study provided necessary support, created learning and growing 
opportunities, developed their protégés’ research skills, and guided them through their 
transition in academia. On the other hand, several mentored faculty members that went 
through formal mentoring had negative experiences with their mentors. The protégés 
complained that their mentors were too busy to meet with them; as a result, the protégés 
disconnected the mentor-protégé relationship with their mentors. Even though research 
has shown that the intentional formal mentoring approach is more beneficial and 
effective for the protégés, without committed senior faculty members serving as 
mentors, the mentoring program can be problematic. Therefore, institutional 
administrators need to ensure that senior faculty members that are assigned to a protégé 
for the mentoring program understand the purpose and importance of the formal 
mentoring program so that they can serve their protégés more effectively. The results of 
the qualitative data did reflect that mentoring is important to the development of faculty 
members and it could be a predictor for faculty members’ job satisfaction. Faculty 
members that had positive mentoring experiences with their mentors were more 
satisfied with their job. As Bland and her colleagues (2009) put it, protégés that are 
positively influenced by their mentor are more satisfied with their job, productive with 
their research, effective at their teaching, better socialized in their profession, earned 
higher salary, and given more career advancement opportunities.  
Implications of the Study 
 The findings of this study can benefit institutional practitioners and research 
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scholars in various ways. From the practical application standpoint, institutional 
administrators (i.e., Provost, Dean, or Department Chair) may utilize the findings of this 
study to help them make decisions with future faculty recruitments and developing 
faculty development programs. In this study, the results showed that the demographics 
of faculty members in research universities with very high (RU/VH) and high (RU/H) 
research activities are lacking of diversity. White faculty members still dominate the 
RU/VH and RU/H compared to the faculty members of color. To better support and 
meet the needs of the diverse student populations across U.S. institutions, institutional 
administrators need to look into hiring more underrepresented faculty members (i.e., 
female and faculty members of color) to bridge the gap.  
 Moreover, the data of this study indicated that the majority of the faculty 
members that participated in the study were senior faculty members that were close to 
their retirement. Institutional administrators need to be more proactive in seeking and 
preparing the junior faculty members to assume the senior faculty roles after they retire 
from their faculty position. Research showed that experienced mentors could help 
prepare junior faculty members for this challenge by first overcoming the different 
challenges that they face (e.g., transition issue, balancing time between teaching, 
research, and service, grant writing, mentoring) in academia (Bland et al., 2009). 
 Additionally, the findings of the study indicated that having a good support 
system from the institution or senior faculty members is crucial to both mentored and 
non-mentored faculty members; therefore, institutional administrators need to evaluate 
whether their institution or department has met the needs of their faculty members. 
 Furthermore, the responses of this study indicated that senior faculty members 
	   104 
were less enthusiastic about mentoring because of their faculty ranking and status; 
however, many senior faculty members in the study saw the values of mentoring and 
expressed their willingness to mentor new or junior faculty members. With the 
assistance of senior faculty members, institutional administrators can develop more 
concrete plans such as having an institutionally sponsored mentoring programs to 
promote mentoring between senior and junior faculty members. Previous literature 
showed that formal mentoring programs that are intentionally designed and developed 
for junior faculty members are more likely to be successful (Bland et al., 2009). As 
Bland and her colleagues (2009) have shared in their study, the three types of formal 
mentoring models that are commonly used by institutions and organizations are: 
traditional, peer, and group mentoring (p. 23). The traditional mentoring model is a 
hierarchical model, with one protégé assigned to one mentor or a team of mentors. A 
new or junior faculty member is the protégé and a mid or senior faculty member assume 
the role of mentor. The purpose and goal of this mentoring relationship include: career 
planning and advancement, socialization, acquisition of skills, and goal setting. The 
mentor utilizes the project-centered approach to guide the mentoring relationship. The 
protégé is expected to abide by the expectations and agreements that he/she has 
developed with his/her mentor at the beginning of the mentoring process. The 
challenges that institutions may face with this type of model are the time commitment 
issue and recruiting and training enough mentors to fill the demand (Bland et al., 2009). 
The traditional mentoring model can be very efficient for any institutions that value the 
hierarchy system. The peer mentoring model is formed and organized by a small 
collaborative group of individuals that have similar goals. The purpose and goals of the 
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mentoring relationship include: goal activity, skill learning, and life issues. This model 
is relationship centered and it is typically led by a facilitator who can be an expert of the 
subject matter. The challenges that institutions may face with this type of model are: 
recruiting and providing training for peer mentoring, time commitment issue with peer 
mentors, and the constant change of group memberships (Bland et al., 2009). The group 
mentoring model that is also hierarchical based is organized by one or small number of 
mentors with medium group of protégés. Mid or senior faculty members assume the 
role as a mentor. The purpose and goals of the mentoring relationship include: career 
advancement and socialization. The mentoring process is topic centered and guided by 
facilitators. The challenges that institutions may face with this type of mentoring model 
are: meeting the different needs of group members, managing group dynamics, 
providing skill training for group interaction, time commitments, and changing group 
membership (Bland et al., 2009). Furthermore, institutional administrators may also 
consider a blended mentoring option to support senior faculty members who are 
interested in mentoring but have difficulty scheduling face-to-face meetings on a 
consistent basis. Prior to launching any mentoring programs, institutions should 
organize structured mentoring training for mentors and protégés to clarify the goals and 
expectations of the mentoring program as well as promote faculty socialization. In 
addition, departments can develop a standard check list for the mentor to make sure the 
basic information is covered, such as institutional or departmental norms, rules, and 
taboos, tenure and promotion process, grant writing skills, research collaboration 
opportunities, and resources (e.g., funding, technology, and teaching support) that are 
available on campus.  
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From the research perspective, this study may provide scholars a better 
understanding of the roles and impacts of self-esteem and mentoring on U.S.-born and 
foreign-born faculty members’ job satisfaction as well as the relationship among self-
esteem, mentoring, and job satisfaction. To gain a better understanding of the effect of 
mentoring on underrepresented faculty members including faculty members of color, 
future research scholars may conduct a similar study that only focuses on 
underrepresented faculty members. Furthermore, this study may also prompt more ideas 
for other research scholars to continue in this type of research, such as researching 
faculty job satisfaction in community colleges or teaching institutions.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
In this study, faculty mentoring experience was found to be a strong predictor 
variable for faculty job satisfaction. For future study, research scholars could conduct 
follow up studies that focus on the impacts of mentoring affecting faculty’s (i.e., 
Assistant and Associate professors) job satisfaction using qualitative research methods. 
From the open-ended questions, the data indicated that senior faculty members were 
interested and willing to take on the mentor role; however, many senior faculty 
members were never approached to serve as a mentor. Therefore, research scholars 
could focus their studies on the impacts of the mentoring role affecting senior faculty 
members’ (i.e., full professors) job satisfaction. In addition, future research scholars 
could conduct a similar study but with the focus on Hispanic, American Indian or multi-
racial faculty members that are tenured, on tenure-track, renewable term or 
clinical/research position without tenure.  
 Technology is important to the daily functions and operations of institutions and 
	   107 
faculty members’ teaching and research responsibilities. Most faculty members are 
familiar and comfortable using technology (e.g., computer, tablet, web-based 
instructions, smartboard) to conduct their classes and research. Since one of the 
challenges that protégés face with their mentoring experience was that their mentors 
were too busy and could not meet with them because of work overload or schedule 
conflicts. Future research scholars could study the roles and effects of a blended 
mentoring approach (an incorporation of formal and informal mentoring with the 
addition of technology) and how it could change or improve mentors’ and protégés’ 
mentorship experience. 
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2. Where were you born? 
a. United States 
b. Outside the U.S.: ___________ 
 
3. What is your race? (Please check the one option that best describes you) 
a. White 
b. Non-White, Hispanic or Latino 
c. Black or African American 
d. American Indian or Alaska Native 
e. Asian or Pacific Islander 
f. Other: __________ 
 
4. What is your marital status? 
a. Single 





5. How many children do you have? ____________ 
 
6. How long have you resided in the United States? (Please type your answer in 
“YEARS” (e.g., 5 years) or “Born in the U.S.”) _______________  
 
7. Where did you receive your academic doctorate or graduate degree? 
a. U.S. 
b. Other country: ____________ 
 
8. In which state are you currently employed? ___________ 
 
9. What type of institution are you currently employed? 
a. Public – Research University with VERY HIGH research activity 
b. Public – Research University with HIGH research activity 
c. Private – Research University with VERY HIGH research activity 
d. Private – Research University with HIGH research activity 
e. Other: __________________ 
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10. What type of faculty position do you currently hold? 
a. Tenure track 
b. Tenured 
c. Renewable term 
d. Clinical or research position without tenure 
e. Institution has no tenure system 
 
11. What is your rank at your current institution? 
a. Professor 
b. Associate professor  
c. Assistant professor 
d. Instructor 
 




How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? Select 
one that best represents your own experience. 
 
1= Disagree Very Much 2= Disagree Moderately 3= Disagree Slightly 
4= Agree Slightly  5= Agree Moderately  6= Agree Very Much 
 
I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
There is really too little chance for promotion on my job. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My department chair is quite competent in doing his/her job in furthering the causes of 
the department. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I am not satisfied with the benefits (monetary and nonmonetary) I receive. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
When I excel in my job, I receive the recognition that I rightfully deserve. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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Many of the rules and procedures in my department hinder me from doing a good job 
difficult. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I like the faculty and/or staff I work with. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I sometimes feel my job is meaningless.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
Communications among colleagues seem good within this department. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
Salary raises are too few and far between. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
Those who do well on the job are appropriately recognized. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My department chair is unfair to me. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
The benefits (monetary and nonmonetary) I receive are as good as most peer institutions 
offer. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by administrative bureaucracy. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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I find I have to work harder at my job because of the incompetence of faculty and/or 
staff I work with. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I like doing the tasks I do at work. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
The goals of this department are not clear to me. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I feel unappreciated by the department when I think about what I am paid. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
Faculty gets promoted as fast here as they do in other institutions. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My department chair shows too little interest in the feelings of faculty and/or staff. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
The benefit (monetary and nonmonetary) package I have is equitable. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
There are few rewards (monetary and nonmonetary) for those who work here. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I have too many responsibilities at work. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I enjoy my colleagues at work. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the department. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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I feel a sense of pride in doing my job. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
There are benefits (monetary and nonmonetary) I do not have which I should have. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I like my department chair. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I have too much paperwork to complete to do my job. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I don’t feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
I am satisfied with my chances for promotion. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
There is too much bickering and fighting about work-related issues at work. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My job is enjoyable. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My work responsibilities are not fully described and explained to me. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following statements? Select 
one that best represents your own experience. 
 
1= Strongly Disagree           2= Disagree           3= Agree           4= Strongly Agree 
 
I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plan with others. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 
1  2  3  4 
 
All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I am able to do things as well as most other people. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I take a positive attitude toward myself. 
1  2  3  4 
 
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I wish I could have more respect for myself. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I certainly feel useless at times. 
1  2  3  4 
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At times I think I am no good at all. 
1  2  3  4 
 
I have been mentored within the last five years. 
Yes **   
No* 
** If the selected answer is yes, participant will move on to the next section. 
*If the selected answer is no, participant will answer the following question. 
 
How do you perceive that mentoring can influence your job satisfaction? 
1 = None 2 = Little 3 = Some 4 = A Lot 
 
1  2  3  4 
 











How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? Select 
one that best represents your own experience. 
1= Strongly Disagree   2= Disagree   3= Slightly Disagree 
4= Slightly Agree  5= Agree   6= Strongly Agree  
 
My mentor is accessible. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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My mentor demonstrates professional integrity. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor demonstrates content expertise in my area of need. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor is approachable whenever I need advice. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor is supportive and encouraging to me. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor provides constructive and useful critiques of my work. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor motivates me to improve my work productivity. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor is helpful in providing direction and guidance on professional issues (e.g., 
networking). 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor answers my questions satisfactorily (e.g., timely response, clear, 
comprehensive). 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor acknowledges my contributions appropriately (e.g., committee contributions, 
awards). 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
My mentor suggests appropriate resources (e.g., experts, electronic contracts, source 
materials). 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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My mentor challenges me to extend my abilities (e.g., risk taking, try a new 
professional activity, and draft a section of an article).  
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
How do you perceive that mentoring has influenced your job satisfaction? 
1 = None 2 = Little 3 = Some 4 = A Lot 
 
1  2  3  4 
 
Please provide explanation for the answer that you have selected on the previous 
question.  
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
